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The Rural-Urban Fringe
and Louisiana's Agriculture
A Case Study of the Baton Rouge Area
Paul H. Price and George A. Hillery, Jr.^
Department of Rural Sociology
I. INTRODUCTION
1. Nature of the Problem
In Louisiana, as in other sectors of the nation undergoing urbaniza-
tion and industriaHzation, the twentieth century has witnessed a vast ex-
pansion of urban populations beyond the areas which have long been
their legal as well as their traditional boundaries. This expansion has re-
sulted from, and at the same time further stimulated, the development of
rapid and cheap means of transportation, the construction of an adequate
system of paved highways, and the continued industrialization of the
state. For the most part, the fringe movement in Louisiana seems to have
commenced in the late twenties and early thirties and to have reached
particularly significant proportions in the present decade.
In 1959, Louisiana has three metropolitan centers which have been
encircled by rural-urban fringes of considerable magnitudes. These are
New Orleans, Baton Rouge, and Shreveport. Many of the smaller cities
have also developed rural-urban fringes. Furthermore, there is little indica-
tion that this suburbanization is slowing or terminating. The effects of
the trend have become, if anything, more extensive and more diversified.
The areas included in the rural-urban fringe contain farm people who
resided in the locality before the movement began, other rural people who
moved into the areas in order to combine farming activities with urban
employment, and urban people who left the cities to take up residence
in the more rural fringe areas. Thus, an intermingling of rural and urban
people, ideas, values, and philosophies is taking place during the process
of expansion. The areas involved in this change are large and contain
sizable populations. They also exert considerable influence upon the
character of the rural population and on the state's agriculture in general.
iThe junior author is primarily responsible for the publication in its present form.
He stated the hypotheses as they appear in this bulletin and did the subsequent statis-
tical analyses and writing. The late Paul H. Price conceived of the study, furnished the
general direction along which it proceeded, and directed the gathering of information
from field surveys in the Baton Rouge fringe area. Price thus provided the basis upon
which the present writer has worked.
Appreciation is extended to Dr. Frederick L. Bates for his valuable criticisms,
and to Donald R. South and other research assistants who contributed so painstakingly
to the detailed work necessary in such a study. Special thanks are due Professor Roland
J. Pellegrin for continued encouragement and assistance in what would have other-
wise been an impossible task.
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iThe tasks of the study are to analyze the development of a basic part
of the rural-urban fringe movement in Louisiana and to investigate its
effects upon and implications for Louisiana's agriculture and rural life
generally. An analysis of the fringe area of Baton Rouge has been chosen
as the principal means of reaching these ends. Baton Rouge is particularly
suitable for this role, since (a) it has a special importance in its own
right as the capital city of the state, (b) it is on the edge of the funda-
mental French-Anglo-Saxon division of Louisiana and thus partakes some-
what of both cultures, 2 (c) in many geographic respects it is located be-
tween Shreveport and New Orleans (in regard to soils and location, for
example) , with consequent important implications for agriculture, and
(d) it lacks the extreme population size of New Orleans and thus more
closely resembles the state's other metropolitan areas. In reference par-
ticularly to the last point, however, it should be recognized that each city
is in reality a unique entity. Though of course it will have many elements
which it shares with other cities in general and with Louisiana cities in
particular. Baton Rouge is, after all. Baton Rouge. Thus, one can general-
ize from Baton Rouge to the fringe areas of Louisiana or of the nation,
but he must do so with caution.
2. Hypotheses
The importance of the study can be greatly enhanced by placing it
within a larger context. To do this, two major hypotheses are offered:
(1) The city is undergoing a fundamental change, such that it can no
longer be considered the same type of phenomenon that it was two or
three hundred years ago; (2) the "city" has come to dominate the rural
areas to such an extent that no longer can the rural area be regarded as
something which exists in its own right. In brief, then, the two hypotheses
are: (1) The city is now a new kind of phenomenon, no longer to be in-
terpreted in its old terms, and (2) because of the dominance of the city
over the country, rural areas have also become qualitatively different.
The interrelations of these hypotheses are to be emphasized. The
connection stems primarily from the nature of the material under dis-
cussion. Sociologists have found that the most meaningful explanation of
urban and rural life is to be found not only in terms of the phenomena,
themselves, but in terms of comparisons, and that the most meaningful
comparisons are with their opposites. Cities, then, are to be contrasted
with farms, and vice versa. When one speaks of something becoming
more urban, he usually means that it is more urban in reference to rural
life, that the city people are doing things more and more differently from
their rural contemporaries and/or ancestors.
Turning specifically to the hypotheses, one may state that the newness
of the city is in a major sense reflected in its greater integration with and
dominance over the rural areas. The dominance, in turn, is an accompani-
ment and a resultant of other factors, to be discussed below. This inter-
2See Alvin L. Bertrand, The Many Louisianas (Baton Rouge: Louisiana Agricultural
Experiment Station, Bulletin No. 496, June 1955), esp. Figs. 1 and 2.
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dependence means that it is difficult to separate a discussion of the two
hypotheses, other than analytically. Comments made on one hypothesis
automatically refer to the otl;ier in most cases. Such is the assumption, at
least, in the paragraphs that follow. Remarks refer mainly to urban domi-
nance, but, as indicated, the dominance is part of the newness.
In spite of the close connection, however, one must still speak of two
hypotheses. The first, that of urban newness, stresses the urban part of the
continuum. It means that the cities are different. The second hypothesis
shifts attention to the opposing factor: rural areas have also changed. One
hypothesis mentions the nature of the difference. The other shows one of
the chief mechanisms. Several qualifications must be made to these hypo-
theses. First, although one can legitimately talk of the ''dominance of the
city," the inference should not be made that the city is causing a change
in the rural areas. Rather, it is probably more useful to assume that both
the city and the country are being influenced by something else, by a com-
mon denominator. An additional hypothesis is raised here (but cannot
be tested in this monograph) — that the common denominator is indus-
trialization.
When one considers the point, it becomes apparent that urbanization,
of itself, has had little influence on the world, except as a kind of catalytic
agent. Cities were first created not to achieve the heterogeneity and ano-
nymity which characterize them, but most probably for economic and
political (including defense) reasons. They were set up, as some have
said, to serve the countryside. One can say more accurately, at least, they
were set up to serve their people. Somehow certain cultures had developed
in such a way that the invention of cities became useful. In the light of the
above reasoning, cities have not grown because of urbanization—to thus
contend is circular reasoning. They have grown because of developments
in the culture as a whole.
Therefore, it would be more proper to talk of the dominance of in-
dustrialization on both the city and the rural areas. But since this is a
more difficult thesis to demonstrate, we speak of the dominance of urban
over rural areas, by-passing for the present study the question of exactly
what is the nature of that which is doing the dominating. For present pur-
poses, it is sufficient to speak of the city as only the center of domination.
The trend which has led and is leading to this domination is naturally
of much earlier origin. More than a quarter of a century ago, R. D. Mc-
Kenzie called attention to the growing integration of urban and rural
areas. In sustaining any society, he argued, two kinds of labor are needed:
"field" work, where the basic raw materials are acquired, and "center"
work, where they are processed for consumption. He added, "Modern
communications have so shrunken space that these center activities may be
performed over wider areas than formerly."^ It is this increasing extension
of the city in space which is especially important to this study. In this ex-
3R. D. McKenzie, The Metropolitan Community (New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Co., 1933)
, pp. 50 ff.
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tension are leilected the nature of the city's newness and its dominance
over modern rural life.
This study cannot claim to demonstra|:e conclusively either of the
major hypotheses offered. More limited hypotheses will have to be suf-
ficient. The claim can be made, however, that the information provided
will aid in confirming (or disproving) the hypotheses. Only after con-
tinued studies in numerous fringe areas, of which Baton Rouge is one,
will the hypotheses attain significant testing. We can prove or disprove
the hypotheses insofar as they apply to the study area. We cannot do so for
the U.S. as a whole or for the western world, and it is to these societies that
the major hypotheses are directed. We can only attempt a contribution to
the larger solution.
The specific hypotheses which the authors will seek to prove are, first,
that the rural and urban (farm and nonfarm) components of the Baton
Rouge fringe represent a relatively homogeneous population, and second,
that the urban influence on the fringe is dominant over the rural influence.
The first specific hypothesis is designed as one test of the first major hypo-
thesis, and similarly, the second specific hypothesis tests the major hypo-
thesis of urban dominance. To the extent that the metropolis includes
within it agriculturalists who are not significantly different from other
city dwellers, to that extent the old rural-urban, city-country distinctions
are gone. Further, to that extent has the city become a different thing—it
has come to include things with which it was once contrasted. Thus,
the hypothesis of homogeneity becomes part of the test of the city as a
fundamentally new kind of thing. The hypothesis of urban dominance ex-
tends this development to the rural areas.
The word "relatively" was employed in the first of the specific hypo-
theses because the homogeneity which is suggested is not that of an ab-
solutely homogeneous urban world. The hypothesis says only that the
urban and rural worlds will not be distinguishable. The city, as such, is
founded on differences. It is this quality of differences, furthermore, which
makes necessary the formation of one sub-hypothesis to that of homo-
geneity: Farmers are expected to differ from urban people in those traits
which are most closely associated with their occupation. This hypothesis is
consistent with the fact that urbanization rests on an extensive division of
labor. Urban jobs differ from one another. It is only logical, therefore, to
expect that the traits which are most directly connected with the farmer's
job, i.e., those which grow from his job, will remain different. This state-
ment should not cause one to overlook the fact that it is in practice dif-
ficult to separate into logical, air-tight compartments the various behavior
patterns which make up human social living. Job patterns are related to
family patterns which are related to educational patterns, etc. The bound-
ary which marks the place where one pattern stops and the other starts
is not always easy to recognize. Consequently, one can make only rough
predictions about which traits will differ and which will be similar.
The significance of these hypotheses, especially that of the newness
of the city, may not be readily apparent to those of us who have grown
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\with cities. One might well ask, have the cities not always absorbed the
farmers living on their fringes? The answer to such an apparently simple
question is by no m^eans easy, mainly because only in recent times has
mankind developed an adequate system of "social bookkeeping." Con-
sequently, one cannot give percentages or similar measurements of rural
and urban life for past centuries. Indeed, he cannot do so with accuracy
for most of the world today. However, though data are far from exact,
some evidence can be cited.
Generally, one may say that the city has not grown primarily by in-
corporating the neighboring farms. Such incorporation has occurred, of
course, but there is no evidence that it could have approached the im-
portance it bears today. Two types of evidence contribute to this conclu-
sion: first, cities have generally been rather narrowly confined with re-
spect to their areal limits and, second, they have only recently changed
their status from that of urban outposts in a rural world.
Earlier cities have been confined to rather small land areas, if only
because transportation difficulties limited the distance to which one
could journey to and from work. Cities were not only limited but were
sharply distinguished from the surrounding countryside, as is attested by
the city walls of the older European and Asian cities, and even some
cities in the United States. The need for walls has now gone, but the
separation from the countryside has not. Particularly where transporta-
tion is still limited, the break between the rural and the urban worlds is
abrupt. For example, within five miles from the city of Sofia, Bulgaria,
one could still draw a stubborn argument from the Balkan peasant of
the 1930's as to whether the earth was round or flat. These people knew
the city, to be sure, and even journeyed to it perhaps several times in a
month. But city ways were suspect. The peasant's life was governed by the
needs of agriculture, and he tenaciously resisted anything else.^ These
remarks will attain even greater significance as the present study pro-
gresses when one realizes that most of the sample areas in the rural-urban
fringe of Baton Rouge, a city several times smaller than Sofia, extend be-
yond a radius of five miles from the city.
It may be gathered from the above discussion that territorial exten-
sion, alone, is not the most important feature of the present hypotheses,
though it is certainly basic. The significance of the questions which this
study attempts to answer rests in the fact that the city has come to extend
itself and to include within its social boundaries the farm population. We
have the phenomenon, now, if the hypotheses can be verified, of farmers
4lrwin T. Sanders, Balkan Village (Lexington: The University of Kentucky Press,
1949)
,
esp. pp. 18-19. Bulgaria is but one example. For others, see also S. C. Dube, Indian
Village (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1955), and Donald Pierson, Cruz
Das Almas, A Brazilian Village (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
Smithsonian Institution, Institute of Social Anthropology, Publication No. 12, 1951) .
The distances between the villages and the cities vary, but the principle is the same.
Within a relatively short distance from major world cities can be found examples of the
most extreme of the world's rural population.
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who are ( ity-folk. This statement is not referring to the fact that farm-
ers Hve in cities.'' it is describing the condition wherein farmers are losing
the way of Hfe which has been associated wi^th farming and are assuming
the city or urban way of life. Such a condition stands in contrast to the
type of situation found in other parts of the world and, as we shall see,
it stands in contrast to history.
It was also noted, above, that cities were new as centers of dominance,
that formerly they had been urban outposts in a rural world. One must
realize that mankind has only recently come to live in cities. Of course,
the existence of cities extends back thousands of years, but their numerical
importance is new. So new is this development, in fact, that most of the
world is yet to be touched. The bulk of mankind is still rural.*^ Even in the
United States, one of the more urbanized countries of the world, three-
fifths of the nation's population was rural as late as 1900, and only since
1920 have more than one-half of the people been classified as living in
urban areas. Thus, cities formerly could not be dominant, if only because
they lacked manpower. Throughout history, of course, cities have domi-
nated certain types of art and literature because of their possession of
superior communication facilities. But cities have nonetheless failed to
claim the life of a majority of mankind, either today or in times past.
Wherever it does exist, sociologically speaking, the dominance is new.
And one may go a further step. The hypotheses claim that the city
dominates the rural areas. But elsewhere in the world one finds cities
dominated by the rural world. Timbuctoo, for example, is a rural city—
or, more precisely, it is a city which is close to the rural end of the urban-
rural spectrum.^ As one urban sociologist noted, not only do cities in
many parts of the world fail to change the rural traits and customs of
their hinterland, but the cities, themselves, will have a simple division of
labor and their sub-groups will be unified by kinship ties and traditional
norms.
^
The hypotheses to be investigated in this study, then, seek to establish
that the city is not merely reacting to rural influences. It has become, in-
stead, a source of change which is reshaping the rural life. It is not the city
which is only somewhat less rural. It is the rural areas which are becom-
ing very much urban. The city is reaching out in its growth. The reaching
out is new, at least in the degree to which it is occurring. And the city is
dominating that which it is reaching.
5To be completely accurate, the statement would also have to disregard the negligible
proportion of the farm population residing inside the city limits—that which the U.S.
Census calls the urban-farm population. In 1950, approximately three persons in every
thousand city dwellers fell within the class of urban-farm. Thus, the modern farmer
does not typically live within the city limits. Our focus is, instead, on those who reside
on its fringes.
6T. Lynn Smith, The Sociology of Rural Life, 3rd ed. (New York: Harper & Bros.,
1953)
, pp. 42-43.
^Horace Miner, The Primitive City of Timbuctoo (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1953) .
sRose Hum Lee, The City (Chicago: J. B. Lippincott Co., 1955) , pp. 5-6.
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Since the city is seen as the dominant force in the most rural areas
of the fringe, it is easy to o\^erlook the importance of agricukure in this
analysis. Regardless of the source of the influences which are being
studied, it should not be forgotten that a central purpose of this bulletin
is to show the changes which are important for rural life. The hypotheses
are no distraction to this purpose. They even aid it. Part of the analysis
will be focused directly on changes in the kind of agriculture practiced in
the fringe. In doing so, not only is illumination given to the agricultural
picture. The study is in this manner enabled to probe more deeply into
the more extreme influences of urban dominance than would be the case
in investigating any other cultural feature, since agriculture has historical-
ly been at an opposite pole to the city and urbanization. And, to the extent
that the city is coming to dominate the country, or the center is dominating
the field, it would be to the benefit of agricultural people to be made
aware of the change. Admittedly, it may not be pleasant to view the pos-
sibility that some rural ways and values may become the victims of the
changes described herein—or that some have already become so. But the
facts are still there. Knowing of them, however, can at least provide warn-
ings of what to expect. The present state of sociology is akin to that of
meteorology in this connection. Perhaps we cannot tell how to control the
change, but if we can predict some of it, that in itself is an accomplish-
ment.
Note also that these hypotheses do not spell the doom of agriculture.
One might as well speak of the doom of food. Rather, they point to fun-
damental changes alfecting rural people.
3. Characteristics of the Sample
This study is based almost exclusively on the results of a sample
taken from the rural-urban fringe area of East Baton Rouge Parish. The
sample areas employed^ are shown in Figure 1. The reason for using
a sample and the cautions necessary in that connection are discussed below.
A total of 527 interviews was taken, 3 of which had to be discarded
for a large part of the study because of inadequate information. Of those
who were contacted in the interview and who specifically answered the
questions (i.e., the "respondents"), 25.6 per cent were males and 74.4
per cent were females. Notice that the adult population in this area in
1950 was composed of equal proportions (50.0 per cent) of males and fe-
males. Thus, the sample of respondents is not representative for the sexes
of the total population of the fringe area. What happened, of course, is
that a "bias of accessibility" was at work. Housewives are more apt to be
at home and thus are more likely to be contacted by interviewers than
are their husbands. Confirmation of this view is received when the farm
9The procedure used in choosing the sample is described in Earl E. Houseman and
T. J. Reed, Application of Probability Area Sampling to Farm Surveys (Washington:
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service, May 1954, Agriculture
Handbook No. 67) .
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SAMPLE AREAS
BATON ROUGE RURAL-URBAN FRINGE
DRS
Figure 1.—Sample Areas in the Rural-Urban Fringe of East Baton Rouge Parish, 1957.
population is examined. There, where males are more often home, more
males were contacted.
Accordingly, this study is one of households and families rather than
one of individuals. Most of the questions are worded in this manner—we
are interested in the activities of the family members, of the household
members, rather than in the respondent. Sociologically, of course, this is
no handicap. The student of society is more interested in the group pat-
terns of behavior, in the more established routines, than he is in individual
peculiarities.
In brief, then, the sample is not one that is representative of each
individual in the fringe. It is representative only of the households and
families there.
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1As can be seen in Table 1, most of the fringe dwellers did not live on
farms. For purposes of simplicity, these people will be referred to as urban
dwellers, though it is admitted that we are referring here to a way of
life rather than a place of residence. Strictly speaking, of course, these
people are suburbanites, but then, so also are the farmers. On the other
hand, we cannot call these people city dwellers, since for the most part
they inhabit no city (in the legal sense, of course). Therefore, the terms
"urbanite" or "urban" dwellers are used in this manuscript as a synonym
for "nonfarmer."
Table 1 also reveals that most of the fringe dwellers are white, al-
though a substantial proportion are Negroes (technically speaking, "non-
white," but there are no Asiatic families in the sample).
The sample, then, is mainly composed of urban, white persons, al-
though farmers and Negroes are also represented in significant numbers.
These two breakdowns, together with that of sex, are basic to the study
and are used extensively. The farm-urban distinction is employed,
of course, because it is central to the nature of the problem being con-
sidered. In addition, race is such a fundamental social distinction in all
Southern cities that it is necessary that the data be handled separately for
each race. So powerful are the social forces which are at work in this
area, and so strongly do these forces influence human behavior, that most
descriptions of Southern life do, in fact, turn out to be also racial de-
scriptions. We therefore want to consciously "build" racial descriptions
into the study—to bring them out into the open where we can be aware of
them, where they can be watched, and, when necessary, where they can be
either held constant or at least controlled.
4. The Nature and Use of Samples
The size of the sample may cause some readers to wonder if it is not
"too small." Actually, the developments in modern statistics make possible
the use of small samples to such a point that the interpretation is virtually
the same as that from large samples. This point can be made more em-
TABLE 1.—Rural-Urban Residence of the Sample Population, by Sex and Race, Baton
Rouge Fringe, 1957
Per Cent
Total
White Negro Total Farm-Urban Number
Farm 100 100 100 19 101
Male 41 39 41 41
Female 59 6) 59 60
Urban 100 100 100 81 423
Male 26 20 22 93
Female 74 80 78 330
Total 100 100 100 100 524
Male 26 25 26 134
Female 74 75 74 390
Total White-Negro 78 22 100
Number 406 118 524
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phatic : lor all practical purposes, the size of a sample has little to do with
its accuracy. In fact, a large sample that is not representative of the popula-
tion is, niunerically speaking, in greater error than a small sample that isi
representative. The more important question concerns the manner ini
Avhich the researcher uses his sample. In fact, were it not for the ability)
to the "Technical Appendix," where more detailed comments on statistical
of scientific endeavor could never appear at all.
The type of analysis that makes possible the use of small samples de-
pends on the application of probability statistics. Since many readers of;
this bulletin have had no experience in this area, the complete mathemati-
cal supports and calculations for the statistics are omitted in the body of
this bulletin. The reader who is interested in greater precision may turn
to the "Technical Appendix," where more detailed comments on statistical
analysis are given. The present and following discussions are concerned
only with practical applications.
Probability.—A brief discussion of the meaning of probability and
chance is important for a more complete understanding of this bulletin.
As is indicated earlier, the basic question for which an answer is being:
sought here is the degree of homogeneity between the urban and rural
populations of the fringe. How like each other are they? Are the differences
important? We are thus attempting to measure how "pure," or more pre-
cisely, how homogeneous the two populations (urban and rural) are.
It is important to remember in this connection that nothing is either
i
homogeneous or heterogeneous. Whatever is said about the homogeneity
of the two populations, it will have to be described in terms of more on
less of this quality, or of its opposite, heterogeneity.
The standard customarily employed by statisticians when discussing:
purity and homogeneity is that of chance or, if you will, accident. If the
people of two populations differ from one another only by small amounts
or only in terms of accidental variations, the two populations are then
assumed to be only a single population. This population is accordingly
described as "pure," or homogeneous, etc., in reference to the trait being
measured. For this reason, we will speak of chance, insignificant, accident-
al, random, or unimportant variations whenever our urban and rural
populations approach each other rather closely. Whenever these terms
are used, the two populations are construed to be similar. On the other
hand, when the populations diverge (according to accepted statistical
criteria), then we talk of differences not due to chance, or differences which
are significant, or which are not accidental, etc. In such cases, in spite
of the fact that we may or may not know the reason for the differences,
the differences are real and we would expect to find them if we took
other samples of the total population.
Chi Square: The Measure of Probability.—Fortunately, there have been
developed statistical measures of the degree of homogeneity in small!
samples. One of the simpler of these measures is known as chi square,
usually designated by its Greek lower-case letter, x^. Except as noted below,:
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the smaller chi square becomes, the smaller are the differences between
the populations in the sample, the more homogeneous the sample, and
the more differences are due to chance. The larger the chi square, the less
differences are due to chance and the more heterogeneous the sample.
The precise interpretation of chi square can be done by means of
statistical tables that have already been prepared. The only additional
information needed to "read" such tables is the concept of degrees of free-
dom, symbolized by "df." The degrees of freedom are directly proportional
to the number of entries or cells in the statistical table that is used to com-
pute chi square (similiar in many respects to the tables used in this report).
The more variables under investigation, the greater the number of cells
in the chi square table and the more degrees of freedom appear. More
important (and this is the exception noted in the preceding paragraph),
as the degrees of freedom are increased, the numbers assigned to chi
squares of the same value tend to increase. Thus, a chi square of 3.84 with
one degree of freedom is equivalent to a chi square of 5.99 with two de-
grees of freedom which is equivalent to a chi square of 9.84 with three
degrees of freedom, etc.
For many readers of this report, this information is all that is
needed: degrees of freedom (df) are used in reading the interpretation
of chi square from a special statistical table. In fact, degrees of freedom
are only given for the benefit of the statistically oriented. More accurate
explanation is not needed, since the interpretation of each chi square
is provided in the tables of this report where they appear. This inter-
pretation is referred to as the Probability (represented by P) of an
event occurring by chance. The closer P is to 1.00 (it is always smaller
than 1.00) , the more chance is likely to be responsible for the differences.
The closer P is to zero, the less chance is likely to explain the observed
differences and, consequently, the more "significant" are any differences
which occur. P is seldom given as any one number. Rather, P is described
as occurring som.ewhere between two numbers. Accordingly, a P of
.70-.50 means that the statistics described in the given table could have
occurred by chance between 70 and 50 per cent of the time. Obviously,
in such cases, chance is "at work," and the sample is homogeneous for
the given measure. On the other hand, a P of .05-.02 means the differ-
ences in the statistics are too large to have occurred by chance. Chance
differences in such cases would occur only between 5 and 2 per cent of
the time, and the sample is therefore heterogeneous and composed of
real differences.
For purposes of simplicity, a P of .10 is taken as the dividing line
between chance and non-chance differences. Whenever P is greater than
.10 (i.e.,
.30, .50, .80, etc.), then the sample is homogeneous—the statis-
tics are not really too different from each other. Whenever P is less than
.10 (i.e., when P is .05, .01, .001) , then for practical purposes chance is
not at work and the statistics in the sample are significantly different
from each other.
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In terms ol the objectives of this report, when P is greater than Ji
tJie rural and urban people are similar to each other in terms of th
trails that are being measured. When P is smaller than .10, the jam
and urban people are different.
This rule is a simplification, but one which is designed primarily tc
guard against letting one's personal prejudices influence his judgment
By accepting a fixed standard of homogeneity, we lessen the risk o
changing our judgment to fit our preconceived "needs." In order t(
make this rule most effective, we must adhere to it rigorously, in spit<j
of frequent temptations.
It should also be remembered that when the writer says that chano
is at work such-and-such a per cent of the time, he means that probabh
such is the case. Chance could ahvays be affecting any measurement mad<
by any scientist. No one ever really knows. But we can say what wt
would expect most of the time. The proportions (i.e., P) which ar«
given with each statistic is our way of saying how often we would expeci
such differences to occur by chance, that is, probably.
5. Plan of the Study
Most of the traits investigated are treated in the following section
"The Merging Pattern." These are the traits that should not differ be
tween the farm and urban segments of the fringe population if the twcl
have merged. If complete homogeneity does not prevail, the correspondi
ing hypothesis is not to that extent disproved. In the first place, ont
should bear in mind (as has been indicated above) that the urbar
world is not one which is completely homogeneous. But more important
homogeneity can be looked on as a quantitative subject, as something!
which varies in degree. It is so regarded in this study. Therefore, thf
more similar traits found, the more the hypothesis is proved.
A distinction is made between those traits which the authors expec
to find different and those which could merge. The section "Expectec
Differences" deals with these traits. For the most part, as shown in the
section on "Hypotheses," these traits are those which are closely tiec
to the job, such as distance (or time) used in traveling to work, th(
nature of the occupation, and so on.
The influences which suburbanization have exerted on agricultura
practices are discussed in "The Impact on Fringe Agriculture." In thi;
section, attention is shifted from rural-urban differences to the change:
that have come about in one of the most central aspects of rural life
The hypothesis of urban dominance receives one of its strongest tests
here.
The study concludes with an over-all "Assessment of the Rural
Urban Differences," and a discussion of the "Implications" this stud)
has for other areas. In this last section, the hypotheses submitted in the
introduction are carefully examined in an effort to determine the ex
tent to which they have been supported.
The "Technical Appendix" provides the qualifications specialists
will need in forming their own opinions.
II. THE MERGING PATTERN
Most of the effort in this bulletin is directed toward discussing
homogeneity in the fringe area. By doing so, the hypothesis of rural-
urban homogeneity is tested directly and much of the groundwork is
established for testing the hypothesis of urban dominance.
Three general types of traits are examined. The first concerns
the rules by which people operate their social groups. These rules are
called "institutions/' and they are found associated with most of the
groups with which we are familiar. The institutions that are studied
here include those of the family, education, and income.
The second type of trait deals with the activities and interactions
(social contacts) in which people engage, including those connected
with institutions. The location of these activities and interactions is
the most basic problem here. Where do the people do their shopping,
where are their schools and churches, etc.? If all of these things are
in the fringe, then the fringe obviously has little to do with Baton
Rouge and there can be little direct urban dominance, in spite of
what other homogeneity there may be.
The final type of trait investigated is as important as any other, if
not more so: attitudes and values. These are at the same time the
motivators to activity and interaction and the reflection of the influences
which motivate people. Thus, people do things because of their atti-
tudes and values, and these in turn reflect the feelings of people when
other things motivate their behavior. As such, a merging of these types
of traits is basic to any study of social behavior.
1. Institutional Patterns
The Family.—Most of the adult suburbanites are married. Propor-
tions never drop below five-eighths (see Table 2). But, at least for the
males, the farm and urban populations are significantly different. The
unmarried suburban farmers (i.e., those who are single, widowed, sep-
arated, or divorced) constitute 27 per cent of the population, whereas
only 8 per cent of the urban men are unmarried.
There are significant differences also in the total population of
women, but the proportions are in the reverse order from those of the
men: more farm women are married than is true of urban women (94
as contrasted with 87 per cent). There are enough women in the
sample, however, to permit the white women to be studied separately,
and here the reason for the differences becomes more apparent. Farm
and urban white females are married to about the same extent. Only
chance differences are apparent. The significant differences, therefore,
loin fact, it is recommended that the professional sociologists examine the appendix
before proceeding to the rest of the work.
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TABLE 2.—The Adult Married Population, by Sex, Residence and (For Females) Rac
Per Cent
Marricc Other Total Number X- df P
Male
1 0 27 100 41
Urban 92 8 100 60 6.23 1 .02-.0
Female
Farm 94 g 100 93
Urban 87 13 100 330 2.90 1 .lO-.O
White 92 8 100 336
Negro 76 24 100 87 17.69 1 <.001
White Female
Farm 93 7 100 76
Urban 92 8 100 260 0.27 1 .70-.5
TABLE 3.-Total Adult Population Ever Divorced, by Residence
Per Cent
Yes No Total Number X- df P
Farm 5 95 100 97
Urban 7 93 100 421 0.39 I .70-.5
must lie in the Negro population. (This interpretation could also ap
ply to the male population.)
Farmers and urbanites do not differ in the extent to which the^
were ever divorced (Table 3). Divorce is equally rare in either case
Therefore, the married population of the fringe tends to be homoi
geneous for the white women, but there is homogeneity at least to somt
extent for the entire population.
Family composition represents an area in which one would expec
rural differences to be most resistant to change. In reality, the famib
embodies within it most of the aspects of the ivay of life of rural living
And the differences between the farm and urban residents in the fring(
are clear and marked. Except in the Negro population where homo
geneity does prevail, farm families tend to be older than their urbar
counterparts (see Table 4). The number of children in the farm fami
lies is also greater (Table 5), and both husbands and wives tend to b(
older (Table 6). Accordingly, one may conclude that no matter hoM
far the transition from rural to urban modes of living has prevailed, i
is not complete. These sets of differences alone are sufficient to war
rant that conclusion. This statement, however, should not be taken a:
a denial of the numerous similarities which have appeared, as hav(
been noted and as will be noted below. Remember, even in this are^
of family composition, the Negro population is homogeneous in some
respects, and there is a noticeable degree of homogeneity in the relatec
area of marital status for the total population.
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TABLE 4.—Type of Family Composition, bv Race and Residence
Per-Cent
Pre- Old
school School
and and
Young Post- Middle-
School school aged o:d Total Number \'- df P
White
Farm 42 19 24 15 100 68
Urban 67 15 8 10 100 318 18.44 3 <.001
Negro
Farm 26 29 19 26 100 31
Urban 43 17 : 1 29 lUO S4 4.92 .20-. 10
Definitions:
Preschool: Oldest child is less than 6 years old.
Young School: Has preschool children, school-age children, or all children in school.
Old School: Children in school ages and children who have completed education.
Postschooi: All children have completed education.
Middle-aged: All adults, head is from 40 to 64 years of age.
Old: All adults, head is 65 years of age and over.
TABLE 5.—Nmnber of Children Ever Born and Living, by Race and Residence
0 1 2 .V 3
Per Cent
4 X- 5 6 7 SicOver Total Number X- df P
Farm 9 17 34 14 13 13 100 95
N on farm 1 i i 7 42 19 6 5 luO 41S 13.19 .05-. 02
White IS 4n 17 6 3 luu 396
Negro IS 16 24 19 12 11 100 117 5 <.001
TABLE 6.—Age of Husbands and ^Vives, by Race and Residence
Per Cent
Under
45
45-
59
60 and
Over Total Number X- df P
HUSBANDS
Farm 36
Urban 60
36
26
"""S
14
100
100
69
251 14.06 2 <.001
Negro
Farm
Urban
14
48
50
23
36
29
100
100
28
66 11.12 2 .01-. 001
WIVES
White
Farm
Urban
52
72
34
19
14
9
100
100
64
329 10.83 2 .01-. 001
Negro
Farm
Urban
30
55
44
20
26
25
100
100
27
85 7.50 2 .05-. 02
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TABLE 7.—Years of Schooling Completed, Husbands and Wives, by Race and Residenc<
Per Cent
Under
5 5-8 9-12
13 and
Over Total Number df P
HUSBANDS
White
Urban
4
(5
29
19
40
45
27
30
100
100
70
313 1.57 2* .50-.3(
Negro
Farm
Urban
59
39
30
48
4
11
7
2
100
100
27
66 3.04 1* .lO-.O:
WIVES
White
Farm
Urban
5
4
20
20
45
56
30
20
100
100
64
332 3.38 3 .50-. 3(
Negro
Farm
Urban
30
35
52
45
11
19
7
1
100
100
27
85 0.48 2* .80-.7(
* Degrees of freedom do not correspond to the number of cells in the percentage table. Computa
tion of was done with combined cells.
Education.—The urban and farm populations are particularly homo-
geneous with respect to education. Only the Negroes display some dif^
ferences, and these differences are not great. They could occur by
chance between 5 and 10 per cent of the time (see Table 7)
.
Most of the adult white population (specifically, husbands and
wives) have completed the eighth grade, though most have not finished
high school. Even so, more than one-fourth have completed some col-
lege work or the equivalent. Negroes do not have the same attain-i
ment. Most have gone no farther than grammar school. The propor-
tion of functional illiterates (those with less than five years of school-
ing) is also substantially higher, ranging from 30 to 59 per cent, as com-
pared with the white range of 4 to 6 per cent.
The importance of this homogeneity is great. Education is one of
the chief urbanizing influences in this country, and the fact that for
most of the population—the whites—its level is high in addition to being
similar for both the farm and the "city" population points to the per-
vasiveness of urbanization in the Baton Rouge metropolitan area. I
Economics.—Of the two measures used in the economic realm (see
Tables 8 and 9) , one shows tendencies toward homogeneity and the]
other does not. In terms of income, the white population is rather hetero-
geneous, though again the probability of accidental differences is some-
what high. The differences could be accounted for by chance 5 to 10
per cent of the time. The Negro population, on the other hand, shows
a high degree of homogeneity between its urban and farm populations.
The differences between the races in reported income is marked. The
majority of whites earned between two and ten thousand dollars, where-
as most Negroes reported incomes of less than two thousand.
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TABLE 8.—Income, by Race and Residence of Respondent
Per Cent
Under
$2,000
$2,000-
4,999
$5,000-
9,999
$10,000
and
Over Total Number df P
White
Farm
Urban
8
10
37
30
33
48
22
12
100
100
63
314 7.46 3 .10.05
Negro
Farm
Urban
67
59
22
33
4
8
7 100
100
27
81 0.47 1* .80-. 70
*Degrees of freedom do not correspond to the number of cells in the percentage table. Computa-
tion of X" was done with combined cells.
TABLE 9.—Home Tenure Status, by Race and Residence of Respondent
Owns
Per Cent
Rents
Buying and Other Total Number X- df P
White
Farm 72 17 11 100 70
Urban 42 40 18 100 336 21.55 2 <.001
Negro
Farm 71 10 19 100 31
Urban 51 6 43 100 87 3.91 1* .05-.02
*Degrees of freedom do not correspond to the number of cells in the percentage table. Computa-
tion of X' was done with combined cells.
There is even more heterogeneity in home tenure than there is
homogeneity in income. Farmers, whether Negro or white, own their
homes in significantly greater proportions than do the fringe's urban
residents. This difference occurs in spite of the fact that home ownership
in the suburbs is generally high: over two-fifths of all categories shown
in Table 9 are home owners. Note further that Negroes and whites
differ markedly. Fewer Negroes are buying their homes and many more
are renters than is true of the white population.
There is a difference between income and home tenure which in
all likelihood has an important infhience on this study. Income is a
more urban commodity. Home tenure tends to measure more rural
tendencies. The typical city dweller is not attached to the land—the
farmer is. • Thus, again, it is not surprising to find farmers more per-
sistent in retaining their differences in home-property patterns. The
comments made above in the section on the family therefore apply also
to a great extent here.
2. Activities and Interaction
The primary aim in speaking of activities and interaction in the
fringe area is to show the differences in the amount of integration which
the fringe residents have with Baton Rouge. The major point here is
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that, altlioiigh there will be varying degrees of integration in variou;
spheres ol activity and interaction, the urban and farm residents wil
not differ significantly within these spheres. The areas covered in
elude economic activities, use of health facilities, membership in civi(
and social organizations, use of schools and churches, and recreationa
behavior. The basic question concerns the location of these activities
For statistical purposes, the locations generally had to be divided intc
those which were situated in Baton Rouge and those situated in "othei
areas." The suburban town of Zachary occasionally attains enougt
numerical importance to deserve special mention.
There appear to be no important differences between the urbar
and farm poptilations with respect to the purchase of food and clothing
and important differences arise with respect to the purchase of medi
cines only in the white population (Table 10). Foods and medicine;
are relatively decentralized—proportions shopping in Baton Roug(
range from 41 to 68 per cent. This situation is to be contrasted Witt
the centralization of clothing purchases in the city of Baton Rouge-
over 70 per cent of all categories of respondents conformed to thif
practice.
TABLE 10.—Location of Places Where Respondents Purchased Food, Clothing, ant
Medicine, by Race and Residence
Per Cent
Baton
Rouge Zachary
Remaining
Areas Total Number X- df P
FOOD
White
Farm
Urban
59
67
12
9
29
24
100
100
92
420 2.41 3* .50-.30
Negro
Farm
Urban
25
35
19
17
56
48
100
100
36
97 3.75 3* .30-.20
CLOTHING
White
Farm
Urban
82
88
11
5
7
7
100
100
83
365 4.21 2 .20-. 10
Negro
Farm
Urban
70
72
14
14
16
14
100
100
37
98 0.08 2 .80-. 70
MEDICINE
White
Farm
Urban
60
67
32
16
8
17
100
100
72
360 11.75 2 .Ol-.OO.
Negro
Farm
Urban
45
41
36
41
19
18
100
100
36
95 0.26 2 .70-.50
* Degrees of freedom do not correspond to the number of cells in the percentage table. Computa
tion of was done with additional cells.
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The concentration is even more evidenced, as ^\ould be expected,
in the purchase of such items as furniture and appliances. Usuallv, over
90 per cent of the respondents shopped for these items in Baton Rouge
(Table 11). Automobile services, on the other hand, are quite decen-
tralized, ^vith the city never coming ni for more than half of the re-
ported trade. More important for all of these items, there was dis-
played marked homogeneity between the farm and urban segments, i.e.,
no significant differences were uncoveied (Table 11).
Xo^diere except in recreational behavior (see belo^v) do the activities
of urban and farm suburbanites differ more than in their use of
banking and insurance institutions. Although most of the suburban
population prefers Baton Rouge, the farm population prefers the re-
maining areas to a greater extent than does the urban popidation
(Table 12). Only the Negro population becomes homogeneous, and this
homogeneity is only respect to the places where they obtain in-
surance. Even so, two points should be noted: First, the homogeneity
is not marked (such a sample could have occurred by accident between
10 and 20 per cent of the time). and even though homogeneity does
TABLE 11.-Location of Places (Baton Rougis or Else^vhere) Where Respondents Pur-
chased Furniture, Appliances, and Automobile Services, by Race and
Residence
Per Cent
Baton
Rouge
Other
Areas Total Number x= df P
FURNITURE
White
Farm
Urban
91
92
9
8
100
100
68
338 0.01 I .95-.90
Total
Farm
Urban
90
92
10
8
100
100
101
413 0.22 1 .70-. 50
APPULWCES
\\'hite
Farm
Urban
86
90
14
10
100
100
72
339 0.94 1 .50-.3O
Negro
Farm
Urban
77
86
23
14
100
100
31
71 1.07 1 .50-.30
AUTOMOBIUE
SERVICES
White
Farm
Urban
40
50
60
50
100
100
77
352 5.75 3* .20-. 10
Negro
Farm
Urban
24
39
76
61
100
100
25
49 1.57 1 .30-.2O
*Degrees of freedom do not correspond to the number of cells in the percentage table. Computa-
tion of X- ^^as done with additional cells.
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TABLE 12.-Location of Places (Baton Rouge or Elsewhere) Where Respondents Ob-
tained Insurance and Banking Services, by Race and Residence
Per Cent
Baton
Rouge
Other
Areas Total Number df
INSURANCE
White
Farm
Urban
Negro
Farm
Urban
BANKING
White
Farm
Urban
Total
Farm
Urban
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
69
324
70
296
79
328
6.17
1.66
5.72 1
.02-.01
.20-. 10
.02-.0I
.05-.02
prevail, the differences are of the same nature as those in the other
segments of the population (including the use of banking facilities).
In general, one would be safe in concluding that there is a real
difference between the urban and rural fringe inhabitants in their use
of money-related institutions. This difference is perhaps a result of the
tendency of habits formed under earher conditions to persist. It is
known that urban people, when migrating to the suburbs, tend to
maintain some of their former city contacts.^! Apparently, the financial
institutions tend to be involved in this group of persistent behavior
patterns. This persistence, however, is to be contrasted with the simi-
larity in amount of income possessed by the farm and the urban resi-
dents.
The use of medical and dental facilities appears to resemble fairly
closely the behavior connected with more purely economic activities.
Whites tend to use Baton Rouge to a rather great extent, whereas
Negroes tend to use other areas (Table 13). Further, the white popu-
lation of the fringe shows some differences in the use of medical facili-
ties and only a fair degree of homogeneity in the use of dental serv-
ices. The urban and rural Negro populations, on the other hand, tend
to be quite similar in their behavior. Briefly, then, there appear to be
definite similarities between urban and farm populations in the use
of health facilities, although the white population tends to become
different at least in some respects.
Only a minority of the fringe residents belong to civic and social
organizations (Table 14). This statement is as true of the urban as it is
iiSee Noel P. Gist, "Ecological Decentralization and Rural-Urban Relationships,"
Rural Sociology, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Dec, 1952)
, pp. 328-335.
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TABLE 13.—Location of Places Where Respondents Obtained Medical and Dental Serv-
ices, by Race and Residence
Per Cent
Baton
Rouge Zachary
Other
Areas Total Number X- df P
MEDICAL SERVICES
White
Farm
Urban
75
74
20
13
5
13
100
100
75
366 5.51 2 .10-.05
Nc^ro
Farm
Urban
43
38
36
44
21
18
100
100
33
91 0.57 2 .50-. 30
DENTAL SERVICES
White
Farm
Urban
J
77
84
Y
23
16
100
100
70
320 2.19 1 .20-. 10
Negro
Farm
Urban
58
48
26
30
16
22
100
100
31
73 2.05 2 .50-.30
TABLE 14.—Number of Civic and Social Organizations to Which Various Family Mem-
bers Belong, by Race and Residence
Per Cent
None
One or
More Total Number df P
HUSBANDS
White
Farm
Urban
61
61
39
39
100
100
70
336 0.00 1 >.95
Negro
Farm
Urban
65
79
35
21
100
100
31
87 2.73 1 .10-.05
WIVES
White
Farm
Urban
67
65
33
35
100
100
70
336 0.61 I .50-. 30
Negro
Farm
Urban
71
70
29
30
100
100
31
87 0.00 1 >.95
CHILDREN
White
Farm
Urban
79
84
2!
16
100
100
70
336 1.18 1 .30-.2a
Total Children
Farm
Urban
84
85
16
15
100
100
101
423 0.10 1 .80-.7O
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of the farm population and applies particularly to the wives and chil-
dren. There are no important differences between the latter segments.
Only Negro husbands show slight differences—a larger proportion of
urban than rural Negro husbands are ''joiners." In contrast, farm and
urban husbands in the white population show identical patterns.
Because of the small number of members, analysis of the location
of organizations is made difficult. Total populations must be described
instead of analyzing farm and urban populations separately for each race.
Nonetheless, the differences are clear enough to permit some generaliza-
tions.
For the total urban and farm populations, there are no significant
differences in the locations of their organizations (Table 15). The civic
and social organizations of the husbands tend to be evenly divided
between Baton Rouge and the other areas (with probably a tendency
to favor Baton Rouge). Wives and children distribute their member-
ship more in the fringe areas. Significant differences appear, however,
in the white and Negro populations. Few Negroes belong to oraniza-
tions that have their location in the city of Baton Rouge. It could
well be, therefore, that there are differences betwen the urban and
rural segments of the Negro population in respect to the location of
their organizations, though the numbers are too few to permit testing
for the importance of the differences in this report.
In view of the well-established patterns of school assignments, the high-
er degree of similarity between farm and urban children in the location
of their schools is hardly surprising (Table 16). Attendance in Baton
Rouge is, of course, not common.
Church attendance differs markedly between the white and Negro sub-
urbanites (Table 17). Not only do the white residents find their churches
TABLE 15.—Location of Civic and Social Organizations to Which Various Family Mem-
bers Belong, by Race and Residence
Baton
Rouge
Per Cent
Other
Areas Total Number X- df P
HUSBANDS
rarm 50 50 100 36
Urban 64 36 100 155 2.55 1 .20-. 10
White 68 32 100 168
Negro 17 83 100 23 21.77 1 <.001
WIVES
Farm 31 69 100 35
Urban 37 63 100 152 0.34 I .70-.50
White 40 60 100 154
Negro 18 82 100 33 5.39 1 .05-.02
CHILDREN
Farm 35 65 100 17
Urban 41 59 100 68 0.20 1 .70-.50
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TABLE 16.—Location of Children's Schools, by Race and Residence of Respondent
Baton
Rouge
Per Cent
Other
Areas Total Number df P
White
Farm 34 66 100 41
Urban 32 68 100 211 0.08 I .80- .70
Negro
Farm 19 81 100 21
Urban 23 77 100 48 0.15 1 .70- .50
TABLE 17.—Location of Churches, by Race and Residence of Respondent
Baton
Rouge Zachary
Per Cent
Open
Country
Other
Areas Total Number X- df P
White
Farm 27 15 11 47 100 72
Urban 35 6 11 48 100 338 10.83 5* .10-. 05
Negro
Farm 6 16 39 39 100 31
Urban 11 9 28 52 100 86 3.64 3 .50-. 30
* Degrees of freedom do not correspond to the number of cells in the percentage table. Computa-
tion of was done with additional cells.
more often in Baton Rouge, but the urban whites do so more often than
do the rural whites. The difference is not great, but it is too large to en-
able one to be certain of homogeneity. The situation is reversed among
the Negroes. Their churches are located in the fringe more often, and
the tendency is equally evident for both rural and urban members.
For the most part, farmers and urban fringe residents do not share the
same recreational patterns (Table 18). Negroes are exceptions—their rec-
reational activities (other than movies) are located in the fringe rather
than the city. But for the rest of the population, the nonfarmers spend
their more formal leisure in the city to a greater extent than do the
farmers.
3. Attitudes and Values
No one has ever seen an attitude or a value. What is seen is the effects
of these sentiments on behavior, whether that behavior is spoken, written,
or acted. This point may perhaps be clarified by distinguishing between
opinions and attitudes. An opinion is defined as that sentiment which a
person is willing to express before other persons. An attitude (or value) is
that which he "really" believes. For purposes of this report, there is no
need to distinguish between attitude and value, though in more precise
usage, a value is a more deep-seated belief or desire than an atttiude. In
other words, both our attitudes and values are tendencies to behave. We
may or may not act as we "want" to, depending on the situation.
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TABLE 18.—Location of Movies and Other Recreational Forms, by Race and Residence
of Respondent
Per Cent
Rouge
Other
Areas Total Number X- df P
MOVIES*
White
Farm
Urban
(57
88
33
12
100
100
46
253 13.73 1 <.001
Total
Farm
Urban
66
84
34
16
100
100
56
284 9.53 1 <.001
OTHER
RECREATION
White
Farm
Urban
43
59
57
41
100
100
56
316 4.94 1 .05-. 02
Negro
Farm
Urban
38
37
62
63
100
100
13
27 0.00 1 >.95
* Refers only to those attending.
Most of the information contained in this section is based on opinions.
Of course, opinions are very sensitive measures of attitudes, but anyone
knows that they are far from perfect. For this reason, we want to use
opinions as indexes or clues to more basic sentiments (attitudes and
values). One must always be willing to supplement the opinions with
whatever other types of behavior appear useful in helping to infer the
more complete value.
The basic purpose of the questions asked of the respondents, as they
are used in this report, is to discover the manner in which the Baton
Rouge fringe area was valued. The importance of this sentiment to the
present study is crucial. If it can be demonstrated that the rural and
urban residents do value the fringe in the same manner, it will mean that
the merging of these two population segments has proceeded to a con-
siderable and significant degree.
There was exhibited substantial homogeneity in the answers to the
question asked of the interviewees: "Why did your family move to the
present residence?" Farm people replied more frequently that they wanted
a place of their own, but there were no important differences in the re-
maining kinds of replies (Table 19). Thus, both farm and urban people
moved because they preferred living in the country to the same degree,
and both mentioned approximately equally as often that they wanted a
larger place or they wanted a better place for their children. Whether
these last two replies should have been combined or not (as they are in
the table) represents a difficult problem. A priori, it seemed most plausible
that children would furnish one of the major reasons for wanting a larg-
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€r place. At any rate, the statistical calculations give no reason to sus-
pect significant differences between these replies.
Most of the answers indicated that the residents held some positive
value toward the fringe area. No more than a minority (5 per cent or
less) said that they moved to the fringe because they were forced to. On
the other hand, most of the fringe inhabitants, with the exception of only
one segment, were born at other residences (Table 20) . Only Negro farm-
ers had a substantial proportion of "natives," and Negro farmers are decid-
edly in the minority in the Baton Rouge area. Accordingly, the evidence
points strongly to the probability that the opinions expressed by the
fringers were in fact part of their other behavior. They moved to the
fringe because they wanted to, because in some way it had desirable fea-
tures.
Respondents who were asked to compare suburban with city livmg
were graded according to a five-point scale: the suburbs rated as better or
much better, both city and suburbs rated equally, and the city rated as
better or much better. The responses favoring the suburbs were clearly
TABLE 19.-Answers to the Question, "Why Did Your Family Move to the Present Resi-
dence?", by Race^and Residence of Respondent
Per Cent
Response
Given
All
Others Total Number* X" df P
WANTED A
OF THEIR
PLACE
OWN
White
Farm
Urban
30
22
70
78
100
100
71
379 2.82 1 .10-.05
Negro
Farm
Urban
55
35
45
65
100
100
26
84 6.65 1 .Ol-.OOl
PREFERRED LIVING
IN THE COUNTRY
White
Farm
Urban
20
22
80
78
100
100
71
329 0.06 1 .80
Total
Farm
Urban
16
19
84
81
100
100
97
463 0.29 1 .70-.50
WANTED A LARGER
PLACE OR A BETTER
PLACE FOR THE CHILDREN
White
Farm
Urban
15
11
85
89
100
100
71
379 0.21 1 .70-.50
Total
Farm
Urban
10
15
90
85
100
100
97
463 1.02 1 .50-. 30
* Refers to number of responses rather than number of interviewees. Many interviewees gave
more than one response.
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TABLE 20.—Mobility of the Fringe Population, by Race and Residence
White
Farm
Urban
Negro
Farm
Urban
Born at
Place of
Residence
0
3
13
'er Cent
Born
Elsewhere
100
97
Total
100
100
100
100
Number
Born at
Place of
Residence Total
70
336
TABLE 21.-Answers to the Question, "How Would You Compare Living in the Suburbs
With Living in the City?", by Race and Residence of Respondent
Per Cent
Prefer Living in Suburbs:
"Much "Better"
Better" or Less* Total Number X' df P
White
Farm 79 21 100 70
Urban 69 31 100 335 2.60 1 .2o-:io
Negro
Farm 61 39 100 31
Urban 52 48 100 87 0.85 1 .80-.7O
*Includes in addition, "no preferences," "prefer the city better," and "prefer the city much
better."
one-sided. Most respondents rated suburban living as "much better"
(Table 21). Only between 4 and 8 per cent rated the city over the suburbs.
Further, responses were similar for both farm and urban dwellers.
Farmers and urbanites showed striking agreement in listing the most
desirable features of living in the rural-urban fringe (Table 22). For the
most part, proportions giving various answers were virtually identical in
the two populations. The only divergence from this pattern came in re-
spect to the value of the suburbs for keeping cows and chickens, in having
a garden, etc. White farmers volunteered such opportunities as advantages
more often than did white nonfarmers. Interestingly enough, there were
no important differences in the Negro population with respect to this
type of answer. The reason could lie in the possibility that Negroes are
more often from a rural background—a condition not uncommon in the
South. Perhaps not without importance also, however, is a generally
greater emphasis on material advantages by the Negroes, as will be shown
in the discussion below.
The frequency of the answers, themselves, is of some interest. Most
important were the qualities of privacy, freedom, and quietness. Related,
and next in general importance, is the idea of having more space. Con-
cern with people—one's own children and/or one's neighbors—ranked
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TARTE -\nswei-s to the Question. -What Do You Consider to Be the Most De-""
sirable Teatures orLiving in the Rural-Urban Fringe (or Suburbs).-", by
Race
and Residence of Respondent
Per Cent
Response
Given
All
Others Number* X" df P
HAVE PRIVACY AND FREEDOM,
QUIETER. LESS TRAFFIC
White
Fann
Urban
31
31
e.9
69
1 00
100
145
702 0.00 >.95
Negro
Farm
Urban
IS
IS
S?
82
100
100
59
146 0.05 1 .90-.80
MORE SPACIOUS
\\hite
Farm
Urban
22
22
78
78
100
100
145
0.02 1 .90-.S0
Negro
Farm
Urban
15
16
85
84
100
100
59
146 0.05 1 .90-. SO
BETTER FOR THE CHILDREN
AND BETTER NEIGHBORS
AVhite
Farm
Urban
17
18
83
82
100
100
145
-Q9 0.22 1 .70-.50
N egro
Farm
Urban S
93
92
100
100
59
146 0.12 1 .80-. 70
AIR IS FRESHER,
CLEANER, ETC.
^Vhite
FaiTQ
Urban
10
10
90
90
100
100
145
~n9
/ U— 0.00 1 >.95
Negro
Farm
Urban
17
17
83
S3
100
100
59
146 0.25 1 .70-. 50
COST OF LIVING
IS CHEAPER
Total
Farm
Urban
3
3
97
97
100
100
204
848 0.01 1 .95-. 90
Negro
Farm
Urban 12
93
88
1 00
100
59
1.04 1 .50-. 30
C\N HAVE GARDENS, COWS,
CHICKENS, ETC.
White
Farm
Urban
10
5
90
95
100
100
145
702 6.64 1 .Ol-.OOl
Negro
Farm
Urban
20
IS
80
82
100
100
59
146 0.10 1 .80-. 70
*Refers to number of responses rather than number of interviewees. Many
interviewees gave
more than one response.
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next in the white population, though the importance of ''fresh" or "clean''
air was more important to Negroes. It is interesting that material traits
such as cost of living and possibility of some farming, generally assumed
relatively much greater importance for the Negro population than it
did for the whites. Probably an influencing factor in this regard is the
low level of living of the Negroes. In their socio-economic condition, it
IS not surprising that material advantages are of marked importance to
them. ^
Only two persons felt that the fringe had no desirable features. On
the other hand, when asked what were the major problems of suburban
life, large segments of all the categories could (or would) mention none
(Table 2S)^^ The problems which were raised fell very readily into either
TABLE 23.-Answers to the Question, "What Do You Consider to Be the Maior Problems
of Living m the Rural-Urban Fringe (or Suburbs)?", by Race and Residence
of Respondent
Per Cent
Transpor-
tation
Utilities
and
Services None
White
Farm 32
Urban 41
Negro
Farm 27
Urban 31
Total
100
100
100
100
Number^
79
369 2.5i
0.91
df
.30-.20
.50-.30
* Refers to number ot responses rather than number of interviewees. Many interviewees gavemore than one response.
of two categories-transportation on the one hand, or utilities and serv-
ices on the other (lack of paved streets, fire protection, waste disposal,
etc.). Again, there were no important differences between the farm and
urban populations in the frequency with which these responses were of-
fered.
The marked unanimity of the opinions advanced to all of these queries
adds more weight to the conclusion offered earlier-that the suburb is a
positive and important value to the suburbanites, whether they are farm
or urban people. The least that one could say is that both peoples have
adopted the same stereotypes of suburban life. Even this conclusion, how-
ever, is important to the general hypothesis of the report-that the two
groups are becoming similar. The other and stronger possibility is that
farm and urban dwellers are adopting the same values toward the place
in which they live. The extensive agreement they show favors this last
interpretation.
i2For reasons of space, the category of "other" responses was omitted from this
calculation. In no case did they constitute as much as one-fifth of all replies. Omitting
this category enabled testing for homogeneity with much fewer computations.
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III. EXPECTED DIFFERENCES
Whereas in the earlier section the object of investigation was homo-
geneity, this section represents an examination of heterogeneity, or of
differences. Here we expect to find variations, largely because of the
differing nature of the occupation which farmers have, including what
might be termed their occupational history (apprenticeship, length of
time on the job, etc.). There are certain peculiarities of the farmer's job,
just as there are of many jobs, which are bound to differentiate his from
other jobs, even though in all other aspects of his life he could be in-
distinguishable from any city man. The same could be said of the police-
man, the banker, the milkman, the professor, and so on. In fact, insofar
as similarities appear in this sphere, it marks a change in one of the most
basic features of rural life—the occupation of farming—and thus lends
even stronger support to the central hypothesis of this paper, that of a
merging pattern in the ways of life in the rural-urban fringe. But the
remarks made above should not be forgotten: as long as there is a dis-
tinguishable occupation which can be called farming, there are going to
be some patterns of activities which will also be distinct, regardless of what
else the farmer may do with his life.
Although the section is broken into two divisions, the separation can
only be made abstractly and is here primarily for convenience in presenta-
tion. Occupation and employment are quite closely interwoven with
ecological mobility, i.e., that movement over the surface of the earth which
any organism makes in its adjustment to its environment.
1. Occupation and Employment
The size of the sample permits only a rough division to be made
in the occupational classification. For this reason, the terms advanced
by Ronald Freedman are used. From a functional point of view, the pro-
fessionals, managers, officials, clerks, salespersons, domestics, and service
workers are classified as "service-production" workers. The remaining
categories—craftsmen, operatives, and laborers—are included among the
"physical-production" workers. A rough indication of social status is
achieved by Freedman by shifting the domestics and service workers from
the service-production to the physical-production workers. The new group-
ings are termed "white-collar" and "blue-collar" workers, respectively.^^ In
the present analysis, farmers are classed with the blue collar and with the
physical production workers. The differences between the farm and urban
populations in respect to these two classifications are marked. Approxi-
mately one-fifth of the farmers are in white-collar or in service-production
jobs (Table 24). More than one-third of the urban fringe residents are
in these categories. Among the wives, most of both categories are, of
course, housewives (Table 25). There are no important differences between
the farm and urban inhabitants in this respect, with the exception of a
isRonald Freedman, Recent Migration to Chicago (Chicago, The University of Chi-
cago Press, 1950)
, pp. 26-27.
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TABLE 24.—Occupational Classification of Husband, by Race and Residence
Per Cent
White
Collar
Blue
Collar Total Number X- df P
White
Farm
Urban
19
35
81
65
100
100
59
284 6.13 1 .02-. 01
Total
Farm
Urban
16
31
84
69
100
100
81
335 7.54 1 .Ol-.OOl
Service
Production
Physical
Production
White
Farm
Ui ban
20 80
58
100
1 00
59
284 9.90 1 .Ol-.OOl
Total
Farm
Urban
19
37
81
63
100
100
81
335 11.47 1 <.001
TABLE 25.-Housewives and Occupational Classification of Employed Wives, by Race
and Residence
Per Cent
House-
wives
Other
Employed Total Number X- df P
White
Farm
Urban
86
87
14
13
100
100
64
322 0.08 1 .80-.70
Negro
Farm
Urban
75
83
White
Collar
25
17
Blue
Collar
100
100
24
72 2.33 1 ,10-.05
Total
Farm
Urban
73
53
27
47
100
100
15
53 2.01 1 .20-. 10
slight heterogeneity in the Negro population. Nor are there important
differences in the employed wives, at least as far as the white-collar—blue-
collar distinction is concerned. (There were not enough working wives to
permit an analysis of the service-production and physical-production classi-
fications.) Most employed wives were white-collar workers. This similarity
between rural and urban wives does not seem very important. The em-
ployed wives are too few in number to have much effect on the total
sample.
Farmers have been employed at their jobs for significantly longer
periods than have nonfarmers. As is shown in Table 26, fewer than a
third of the farmers had been farmers less than five years, whereas most
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TABLE 26.—Length of Employment of Husbands and Wives, by Race and Residence
Under 5
Years
Per
5-14
Years
Cent
15 Years
and Over Total Number df P
HUSBANDS
White
Farm 16 34 50 100 58
Urban 34 41 25 100 282 16.31 2 <.001
Negro
Farm 18 23 59 100 22
Urban 43 39 18 100 51 12.70 2 .Ol-.OOl
WIVES
Farm 29 14 57 100 14
Urban 62 21 17 100 48 5.10 1* .05-.02
White 60 21 19 100 47
Negro 40 13 47 100 15 1.71 1* .20-. 10
* Degrees of freedom do not correspond to the number of cells in the percentage table. Computa-
tion of X' was done with combined cells.
had been farmers for 15 or more years. Urban dwellers, on the other
hand, usually had been in their occupations for less than fifteen years.
This greater length of service is not surprising. Farming, first, re-
quires extensive contact wdth the land. It is not an occupation which can
be readily changed to suit the needs of the individual. If nothing else,
there are seasons to consider. Furthermore, in the case of independent
operators, there is the investment in equipment, which acts as a time-
binding factor. Most important, farmers are born into their occupations
more often than is true of any other type of occupation, at least in the
United States.
2. Ecological Mobility
The tendency for farms to stabilize their occupants is clearly illustrated
in Tables 27 and 28. (In this connection, see also Table 20.) Farmers had
been at the residence in which they were interviewed substantially longer
TABLE 27.—Year in Which the Mobile Population Moved to the Present Residence, by
Race and Residence
Per Cent
Before 1940- 1945- 1951- 1953- 1955-
1940 1945 1950 1952 1954 1957 Total Number X" df P
White
Farm 27 10 24 13 7 19 100 70
Urban 12 7 13 9 12 47 100 327 29.35 5 <.001
Negro J
Farm 48 30
Y
22 100 27
Urban 20 36 44 100 86 8.92 2 .02-. 01
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TABLE 28.-Number of Moves Made Within the Last Ten Years, by Race and Resi-
dence
None 1
Per Cent
2
3 or
More Total Number X- df P
White
Farm 44 46 4 1 00 /u
Urban 24 56 10 10 100 333 14.22 3 .Ol-.OOl
Negro
Farm 66 30 4 0 100 27
Urban 37 51 10 2 100 87 7.59 ;* .Ol-.OOl
Degrees of freedom do not correspond to the number of cells in the percentage table. Computa-
tion of X" ^as done with combined cells.
TABLE 29.—Location of Previous Residence, by Race and Residence
Per Cent
Suburban Else-
Community where Outside
Baton in in of
Rouge Parish Parish Parish Total Number X- df P
White
Farm 34 12 43 11 100 67
Urban 58 7 21 14 100 313 18.83 3 <.001
Total
Farm 25 15 46 14 100 93
Urban 49 8 28 15 100 395 21.80 3 <.001
than had urbanites, and the number of moves made in the last 10 years
was significantly fewer.
The location of the previous residence (Table 29) adds weight to the
observation of the stability of farmers. Of course, more nonfarmers came
from Baton Rouge than did the farmers, but farmers were more often
previously located within the parish.
Approximately one-third of the farmers work at their residence (Table
30). Practically none of the nonfarmers do. But, of those on farms who
work elsewhere (Table 31), slightly larger proportions travel greater dis-
tances than do the urbanites. In fact, for both farm and urban dwellers,
if a person does not work at his residence, he probably will have to com-
mute 10 miles or more. Most of these farmers were not full-time farmers,
however. Though they w^ere operating a farm, they also worked elsewhere.
It is to these other jobs that they traveled. Persons who made their livings
primarily by farming usually did so at their residence (see Table 35) .^^
Although the automobile remains the most popular means of trans-
portation to work for all segments of the fringe population, urbanites
i4The reader should remember that the classification of a place of residence as
"farm" is not necessarily the same as the classification of an occupation as "farm."
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TABLE 30.-Location of Employment for Husbands and Wives, by Race and
Per Cent
At
Residence
Baton
Rouge Elsewhere Total Number df P
HUSBANDS
Total
Farm
Urban
35
4
43
an
/a
16
100
100
82
335 81.35 2 <.001
Negro
Farm
Urban
53
7
30
57
17
36
100
100
23
53 19.52 2 <.001
Elsewhere
Housewife in Parish
WIVES
White
Farm
Urban
86
89
14
11
100
1 nnlUU
63
327 0.48
.50-.30
Total
Farm
Urban
85
87
16
12
100
100
91
413 0.82 1 .50-. 30
ABLE 3L-Miles Traveled One Way to Work by the Husband, by Race
and Residence
Per Cent
9 Miles
or Less
10 Miles
or More Total Number df
P
White
Farm
Urban
21
39
79
61
100
100
34
263 4.32 1 .05-.02
Total
Farm
Urban
23
38
77
62
100
100
44
305 3.93 1 .05-. 02
TABLE 32.-Method of Husband's Transportation to Work, According
Residence
Per Cent
df
Car Other Total Number
P
White
Farm
Urban
75
88
25
12
100
100
40
278 4.88 1 .05-.02
Total
Farm
Urban
66
86
34
14
100
100
53
324 13.02 1 <.001
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prefer it more than do those living on farms (Table 32). Farm dwellers
more often use buses, company transportation, or other means.
There is no greater degree of similarity in this set of "expected" dif-
ferences than exists between the farmers and nonfarmers in the patterns
of their hours for departing for and returning from work (Table 33). The
agreement is particularly close. Most workers leave after six o'clock in the
morning. Approximately one-half return before five in the afternoon.
Two factors are probably responsible for this homogeneity. The first
"factor" renders at least part of the similarity more apparent than real.
Almost all of the urban workers are employed away from their places of
residence, whereas more than a third of the farmers (see above) work
"at home." The farmers rise early to farm. The non-farmers rise early to
commute.
The second factor, however, cannot be ruled out, at least not with the
data at hand. Many of the farmers also work away from their residence—
in fact, most do. In these cases, apparently the farmers are adopting the
routine hours of the urban population of the Baton Rouge area. This
second factor would make plausible the conclusion that merging of the
urban and rural patterns has proceeded at least part of the way within
one of the most fundamental aspects of urban living—that of the occupa-
tion.
IV. THE IMPACT ON FRINGE AGRICULTURE
Not only has urbanization influenced the life of the farmer in general,
but it has extended to a large degree to the specific agricultural prac-
tices, themselves. This section seeks to discover what the merging has
TABLE 33.-Hour Departing for and Returning from Work, For Husbands, by Race and
Residence
Per Cent
Departing
Before
6:00 AM
6:00 AM
and Later Total Number X- df P
White
Farm
Urban
25
29
75
71
100
100
36
241 0.50
.50-.30
Total
Farm
Urban
42
21
58
79
100
100
48
285 1.53 1 .30-.20
Returning
Before
5:00 PM
5:00 PM
and Later Total Number
White
Farm
Urban
57
56
4.?
44
100
100
35
230 0.04 1 .90-.80
Total
Farm
Urban
59
56
41
44
100
100
46
271 0.15 1 .70
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done to the fringe farmers and what the effect has been on those who used
to farm but have ceased to, either partly or fully.
1. The Farmers
1 he most obvious impact of the fringe on farming is that it has made
the farmer a minority. Negroes and whites have experienced this condi-
tion to roughly the same degree (Table 34). The importance of this low
proportion rests in its influence on the diffusion of city traits. Being a
minority, the farmer is more apt to become urbanized than vice versa.
But even though the tendency is mainly in one direction, as shall be seen,
it is not entirely so.
Almost all persons who operate farms do so at their residence, again
whether they are white or colored (Table 35). This last trait, however, is
almost the only other feature in which the races are similar.
Size of farms differs markedly between the races (Table 36). Over half
of the white population has farms of 100 acres or more (six per cent
have more than 1,000 acres), but none of the Negroes has a farm of this
size. The large number of small farms should not be ignored, however.
Most of the farms of the Negroes are less than 30 acres, as are nearly one-
fourth of the farms of whites. It is hardly surprising, therefore, that
substantial numbers of the fringe farmers supplement their incomes with
off-the-farm work-53 per cent of the white farmers do so, as do 37 per
cent of the Negroes.
TABLE 34.-Proportion of Fringe Residents Operating; a Farm, by Race of Respondeni
Per Cent
Yes No Total Number P
White ]4 86 100 405
Ivegro ](i 84 100 118 0.47 1
.50-.30
TABLE 35.-Location of the Farms, by Race of Respondent
Per Cent
At Residence Elsewhere Total Number
White 95 5 100 55
Negro 95 5 100
19
TABLE 36.-Size of Farms, in Acres, by Race of Respondent
Per Cent
100
3-29 30-99 and Over Total Number X' df P
White 24 23 53 100 53
Negro 69 31 0 100 19 17.89 2 <.001
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Most of the white farmers are engaged in dairying and livestock ac-
tivities (Table 37), obviously a response to the milk and meat market of
metropolitan Baton Rouge. A similar interpretation can be made for the
relatively high proportion (almost one-third) engaged in producing poul-
try, truck vegetables, fruits, and nuts. Negro farmers are found in greatest
proportion in the remaining types of farming, especially in cotton and
general farming.
2. Nonfarmers
The difficulty of making a rigid distinction between farmers and
nonfarmers is sharply illustrated by Table 38. The majority of urban
TABLE 37.—Type of Farming, by Race of Respondent
Per Cent
Dairying
and/or
Poultry,
Truck,
and/or
Fruits
Other
(Including
Cotton,
Grain,
Livestock and Nuts and General) Total Number*
White
Negro
100
100
df
10.93
.01-. 001
* Since farmers engage in more than one type of farming, there are more types of farming than
there are farms.
TABLE 38.—Farm Items Possessed by Nonfarm Families, by Race of Respondent
White
Negro
Per Cent
Some None
77 23
12
Gardens Other
White 41 59
Negro 36 64
Chickens Other
White 22 78
Negro 38 62
Cows Other
White 21 79
Negro 11 89
Hogs Other
White 4 96
Negro 14 86
Total* Other
White 89 11
Negro 99 1
Total
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
Number
580
191
444
168
168
444
168
444
168
444
168
11.43
1.11
15.09
.63
18.69
df
"Totals do not sum to the one listed since the parts were separately rounded.
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<.001
.30-.20
<.001
.Ol-.OOl
<.001
dwellers, of both races, in the fringe possess some farm items, although
Negroes have relatively more items than do whites. Gardens are equally
popular among members of both races. Negroes, however, keep chickens
and hogs more frequently than do whites, whereas the white residents
more often have cattle.
This preponderance of farm items among the fringe's urban people
represents a real diffusion. Few of the nonfarmers have ever operated a
farm, in the full sense of the term (Table 39). The significance of this fact
is to be found in association with the number of farm items these people
possess. The people are more correctly described as urbanites who have to
some extent become farmers—not ex-farmers who are retaining some of
their old practices. Therefore, as intimated earlier in this report, the
merging of the rural and urban components of the fringe has proceeded
in both directions, in spite of the much heavier city influence.
Perhaps the most dramatic impact on fringe agriculture is that on
those farmers who have given up their farms. Almost one-fifth of the
sample falls in this category (109 respondents). Most Negroes gave up
their farms and moved elsewhere, though still within the Baton Rouge
fringe (Table 40). Most whites stayed on at least some portion of their
land. Very few of these ex-farmers, therefore, are from outside of the
parish. The pattern apparently has been to give up the farm and take a
job in the nearby city.
The reasons given by the respondents for changing their occupations
have been almost exclusively either economic or for the closely related
reasons of health, a family death, or old age. Nine-tenths of all replies
fell in either of these two categories. In greater detail, the whites listed
the following reasons as being the most important factors in giving up
their farms: because the farm did not produce enough income (39 per
cent), because they had secured a better job elsewhere (12 per cent), for
reasons of health (12 per cent), and because of old age (9 per cent). Negroes,
TABLE 39.-Nonfarm Families That Have Ever Operated a Farm, by Race of Respondent
Per Cent
Yes No Total Number X' df P
White 20 80 100 348
Negro 38 62 100 100 14.56 1 <.001
TABLE 40.-Lccation of Previous Farms for Nonfarm Families, by Race of Respondent
Per Cent
Elsewhere
Tn This
At Place of In or Other
Interview Parish State Total Number X' df P
White 46 24 30 100 70
Negro 36 54 10 100 39 11.06 2 .Ol-.OOl
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oil the other hand, listed heaUh as the major reason (35 per cent) , fol-
lowed by their low farm income (26 per cent), a family death (12 per
cent), and because they felt that they "couldn't continue two jobs, so they
gave up farming" (9 per cent). Speaking more generally, the white farm-
ers gave up farming mainly for economic reasons. Negroes were fairly
evenly divided between reasons of health and economic ones. (These
combined categories are shown in Table 41.)
TABLE 41.—Reasons Offered for Giving Up Farming, by Race of Respondent
Per Cent
Economic
Health, Death,
or Old Age Total Number X- df P
White 71 29 100 68
Negro 44 56 100 39 7.59 I .Ol-.OOl
3. The Impact in General
The impact of the merging tendency on the agriculture in the fringe
has been marked and rather drastic. In the first place, many farmers have
simply given up. Whether the resulting change of jobs has been caused
by, influenced by, or merely associated with the expanding metropolis is
a point which will probably never be decided. It is the writer's opinion,
however, that the expanding city has played a major role, if not the major
one, in this change.
Another quite important accompaniment has been the emphasis
placed by the farmers on the Baton Rouge market. This is an obvious
point. Nevertheless, it should not be overlooked.
The more significant meaning of this impact is to be found in the
pervasiveness of the urbanizing influence. It has taken some farmers out
of agriculture. It has divided the allegiance of others, making them part-
time farmers to some degree. And it has affected the market of those
farmers who have elected to retain that vocation.
V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
1. Assessment of the Rural-Urban Differences
A close study of the various differences between the rural and urban
populations of the Baton Rouge fringe brings one to the unavoidable
conclusion that a merging of these segments has proceeded to a striking
degree. Even a brief glance at Table 42, where the statistics of this bul-
letin are summarized, is enough to impress one with the extent of the
merger. Adding all of those traits which could have occurred by chance
more frequently than 10 per cent of the time and contrasting them witfi
those which would occur 10 per cent or less, one discovers that in more
than one-half of the cases, merging has occurred. There is an even greater
degree of merging in that section where there was reason to expect that
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TABLE 42.—Summary of the Degrees of Homogeneity Between the Farm and Urban
Segments of the Fringe Population
Table
Number
Highest Probability of the Given
Difference Occurring by Chance
White Negro Total
12
13
14
15
19
21
MERGING TRAn S
Married Population
A. Male
B. Female
Divorced Population
Family Composition
Number of Children
Age
A. Husbands
B. Wives
Schooling Completed
A. Husbands
B. Wives
Income
Home Tenure
Location of Places of Purchase For:
A. Food
B. Clothing
C. Medicine
Location of Places of Purchase For:
A. Furniture
B. Appliances
C. Automobile Services
Location for Obtaining:
A. Insurance
B. Banking
Location for Obtaining:
A. Medical Services
B. Dental Services
Number of
Civic and Social Organizations
A. Husbands
B. Wives
C. Children
Location of
Civic and Social Organizations
A. Husbands
B. Wives
C. Children
Location of Children's Schools
Location of Churches
Location of Recreation
A. Movies
B. Other Forms
Reasons for Moving
to the Present Residence
A. Wanted a Place of Their Own
B. Preferred Living in the Country
C. Wanted Larger Place or Better
Place for Children
Comparison of Suburban with
City Living
.70
.001
.001
.01
.50
.50
.10
.001
.50
.20
.01
.95
.50
.20
.02
.02
.10
.20
>.95
.50
.30
.001
.05
.70
.20
.20
.01
.05
.10
.80
.80
.05
.30
.80
.70
.50
.30
.20
.50
.50
.10
>.95
.70
.50
>.95
.01
.80
.02
.10
.70
.70
.05
.80
.001
.70
.50
(Continued)
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TABLE 42.-(CONTINUED)
Highest Probability of the Given
Table Difference Occurring by Chance
Number White Negro Total
MERGING TRAITS (continued)
22 Desirable Features of Fringe
A. More Privacy >.95 .90
B. More Spacious .90 .90
C. Personal Relations .70 .80
D. Air >.95 .70
E. Cost of Living >.95 .70
F. Rural Living .01 .80
23 Problems of the Fringe .30 .50
Total Merging Traits
Over .10 22 23 8
.10 and less 14 6 5
EXPECTED DIFFERENCES
24 Occupational Classification of Husband
A. White collar-blue collar .02
.01
B. Service production-physical
production .01
.001
25 Occupational Classification of Wives
A. Housewives .80 .10
B. White collar-blue collar .20
26 Length of Employment
A. Husbands .001 .01
B. Wives .05
27 Year of Moving to Present Residence .001 .02
28 Number of Moves .01 .01
29 Location of Previous Residence .001 .001
30 Location of Employment
A. Husbands .001 .001
B. Wives .50 .50
31 Miles Traveled to Work .05 .05
32 Hour Departing and
Returning from Work
A. Departing .50 .30
B. Returning .90 .70
33 Method of Transportation .05 .001
Total Expected Differences
Over .10 4 u A
.10 and less S 5 7
Total All Traits
Over .10 26 23 12
.10 and less 22 11 12
merging could occur. Approximately two-thirds of these traits were
homogeneous, as contrasted with less than one-third of the traits which
were "expected" to be different (primarily, it will be remembered, be-
cause of the different nature of the type of job involved).
The importance of any degree of merging, let alone the merging of a
majority of traits, is to be emphasized. One could normally expect dif-
ferences to appear in all of the traits enumerated. A reading of any text
on rural sociology would be convincing enough on this point. But what
has happened is that the farmers are no different from the urban people
in respect to most of the behavior patterns, institutions, and values studied.
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It is not merely the number of traits ^diich is important in the
merging process. The tendency to^vard homogeneity has proceeded even
to certain critical areas. Diffiicuk to evaluate statistically, yet probably
more important than most traits studied, is the fact that many farmers in
the fringe area have given up farming, and even those "vvho have not done
so have adjusted their occupational lives noticeably to urban patterns.
Urbanization, therefore, has struck to one of the ^•erv reasons for the ex-
istence of rural life—farming itself.
Other important facets of rural living have also been influenced. The
opinions of the fringe residents, -whether urban or riu^al, are seen to be
identical in many respects, and they are similar in j^racticallv all areas.
There is no exaggeration in saying that farmers and city folk in the Baton
Rouge fringe area hold many of the same sentiments—and perhaps they
hold most of them in common. Other segments of life -ivhich sho^v par-
ticularly close similarities are in the realm of education and in activities
connected with shopping and with belonging to ci\ic and social organiza-
tions.
In spite of the impact of merging, there are some notable resistances.
First, the farmer is still a farmer. His occupational activities—as important
as any to his life—are markedly different from those of his in'ban neigh-
bors. That some change even here has taken place has been granted. Xe\ -
ertheless, farmers are still a distinouishable lot.
They are distinguishable in another manner—in their familv life.
Farmers have larger families and more children. They also own their o^\ n
homes more often and are older. The fact that these differences are tra-
ditional is of even greater importance. It indicates more strongly that such
differences are not accidental—thev remain as one of the last vestio;es from
the rather sharp distinctions -^vhich once j^revailed bet-^veen city and coun-
try. One more factor needs to be indicated: this set of differences is one of
the only systematic sets of differences encountered in this study (the only
other one -^\'as in the farmer's occupation). And none of these differences
was Avithout occasional patches of similaritv.
Mention has repeatedly been made of the direction of the merger:
from urban to rural rather than vice versa. It is not possible to depict the
degree or amount of this direction as accurately as it ^vas possible to sho^v
the degree of merging. In other -words, it can be said that merging has
taken place in more than half of the traits studied. Or it can be said that
such and such a trait departs from chance frequencies to such and stich a
degree of probability. The measures concerning the merging are thus
quantitative and possess at least some precision. But to sho-^\' the strength
of the urban influence over the rural influence is another matter. It can be
done, as -^vill be apparent presently, but it can be done only qualitatively
in this study. The reasons for the difficulty are t-^vo-fold. First, the study
lacks extensive historical data. Such is most often the case in analyses
^vhich must rely on ad hoc data, i.e., information gathered specifically for
one given purpose, as is true of the present study. Second, there is no
precise cutting point to anv measure -which wiW mark off the difference
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between urban and rural. These distinctions are gradual. One can see
differences clearly only when viewing extremes. The New Orleans metro-
politan resident will differ from the Mississippi Delta sharecropper in
clear and obvious terms. But when one is viewing the middle of the con-
tinuum between these two extremes, differences are not always readily
visible. Such a statement should only be too clear to the readers who have
progressed this far in the present bulletin.
In spite of the difficulties, the fact of urban dominance over the fringe
residents is clear and unmistakable. Baton Rouge figures generally as the
most popular location for the various activities, other than the respon-
dents' own homes. Farmers are leaving for the city vastly more than
city dwellers are becoming farmers, at least in the Baton Rouge fringe.
The influence on the farmer's occupation has only recently been noted
(in the preceding section). The number of children, though large, is small-
er than one would expect in more completely rural settings. And, finally,
the income and educational levels, both of which are essentially urban
in their development and influence, are too high in comparison with
traditional rural levels for one to argue that the city people are the ones
who are changing.^"^ Some change has occurred among the urban residents
of the fringe. This change, in the form of gardening, etc. has been noted,
and is in a rural direction. But the entries on the other side of the ledger
are much too great to permit one to talk of a balance.
As a final assessment, one would conclude that the farm and urban
components of the fringe are merging, that they are merging towards the
i5Cf. the various differentials noted in T. Lynn Smith and Homer L. Hitt, The
People of Louisiana (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1952) , and Paul
H. Price, Louisiana's Rural Population at Mid-Century (Baton Rouge: Louisiana Ag-
ricultural Experiment Station, Bulletin No. 514, June 1958) .
i6The conclusion reached in this study differs somewhat from that of Stuart A.
Queen and David B. Carpenter in their "[The Rural-Urban Fringe] from the Urban
Point of View," Rural Sociology, Vol. 18 (June 1953) , pp. 101-108. These authors main-
tained that the residents of the fringe more closely resembled the rural than the urban
inhabitants. Several points should be kept in mind, however, in comparing the present
study with that of Queen and Carpenter. (1) Each study is limited to a small sample-
one metropolitan area for the present study and seven for Queen and Carpenter's. (2)
Seven years separate the two studies. Though this factor may not have much bearing
on the differences, one should remember that the nation is urbanizing at a very rapid
rate. (3) Queen and Carpenter assumed that the rural-farm areas in the states in which
their metropolitan areas were located were in fact as extremely rural as one could get
(i.e., in their urbanization index, these rural-farm areas were given the value of zero).
One could argue that the rural-farmers were already urbanized to a large degree, even
in 1950 (the date for the data of the study) . From this viewpoint, the fact that three-
fourths of their measures showed the fringe dwellers to be more than 40 per cent of the
distance between the urban and rural populations (closer to the rural) is itself of
significance. (4) Finally, Queen and Carpenter were speaking of resemblance, whereas
this study has attempted to cope also with the more elusive problem of dominance. Re-
lated is the greater use of qualitative analysis in the present report than in Queen and
Carpenter's. When one bears in mind all of these points, the differences between our
study and Queen and Carpenter's study are not as contradictory as they appear at first
glance, if, indeed, they are to be judged as contradictory at all.
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urban type of life and have done so to a considerable degree, but that
the process is not complete. The conclusion, however, can go further.
Whether or not there is only one homogeneous population, the fringe
residents are apt to be remarkably alike. In this area, the old distinction
between rural and urban worlds has broken down. Some vestiges do re-
main. But whoever deals with the people of the fringe, and especially with
the farmers, had best be cautious of approaching them with the traditional
picture of separate and distinctive rurality in mind.
2. Implications
There are at least two types of implications to be found in this
bulletin. The first to be considered are those which are pertinent to
Louisiana's rural life. The second concerns the implications which may
be extended to the nation and to urban life in general.
In order to fully appreciate the implications which the study has
for the rural population of Louisiana, it must be realized that the state
is not a homogeneous mass. Its people differ, and its rural people are
no exception. Perhaps the information presented here can be more
readily interpreted if the study is regarded as based on several kinds of
samples, all built into the one sample which was actually drawn:
1. The study is a sample of the Baton Rouge fringe. The relation
here is closer than any other—so close, in fact, that it has been mathe-
matically described. The probability analysis used throughout the study
has provided this description.
2. The study is a sample of the fringes of the state's cities, including
its three standard metropolitan areas—Baton Rouge, New Orleans, and
Shreveport. The relation of Baton Rouge to these other areas cannot be
mathematically described, but the quality of the relationship still can
be indicated. The peculiar importance of Baton Rouge has been noted
in the introduction to this bulletin. The city is in many respects quite
representative of Louisiana's cities. Particularly, it should be noted that
(1) although larger than many, it is not extreme in size, and (2) it
lies between the fundamental divisions of French and Anglo-Saxon
Louisiana.
3. The study is a sample of the state's rural population, in general.
This last relation, especially that to the farm population, is the weaker
of the three relationships noted. But the relation can be called weak only
by comparison. The farmers in Baton Rouge are, after all, Louisiana
farmers.
Two of the major differences between farmers residing in the fringes
of the state's major cities and the remaining farmers are to be found in
the different proximity to urban areas and in differences in the type of
farming and socio-cultural life.
One may be tempted to assume that the influence of the city would
be closely related to the distance which farmers live from the city. If
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mechanization be taken as an index o£ urbanization, one finds that in
reality there are other complicating factors. Some of the information
collected for a study of agricultural mechanization showed that, al-
though proximity to major urban centers was an important correlate of
farm mechanization, the type of life lived in the area was in some cases
more significant. The sugar cane area, for example, has probably been
more heavily mechanized than any other rural area in the state, whereas
the cut-over areas of North Central and West Central Louisiana as well
as the North Louisiana Uplands area have been affected least.^^
Mechanization is, of course, only one facet of urbanization, and this
facet has received no more than a brief mention here. Nevertheless,
the remarks should indicate that, in attempting to assess the influence
of urbanization on the other areas in the state, allowance should be made
both for distance from urban centers and for the type of rural life which
has developed in the area under question. The more rural sections of
the state, particularly those with lower socio-economic levels of living,
should be farther removed from the conditions described in the Baton
Rouge area.
In brief, therefore, the findings of this study do not necessarily show
what is happening now in all of the rest of rural Louisiana. Some areas
will approach the picture rather closely. For other areas, the findings
should probably be regarded as examples of what can occur in the years
to come, especially if the cities of the state continue to grow and develop.
When seeking to generalize this study to other areas of the nation,
one of the more important facts to be kept in view is the rurality of the
state. Though over half of the population was living in cities (54.8 per
cent) in 1950, over one-third (36.0 per cent) was on farms, a proportion
more than twice as large as that in the nation as a whole (16.6 per
cent) . What has happened in Baton Rouge is thus a type of preview of
what can be expected in many of the more rural areas of the country
as urbanization proceeds.
Of course, Louisiana's heavy rurality also means that it necessarily
has lagged behind the nation in the urbanization trend. Certainly, it is
not representative of what has occurred in the nation's "urban region"
in the Northeast and in related areas. These portions of the country
developed to a large extent as automotive transportation developed.
Baton Rouge saw its major development after the automobile was pretty
much an accomplished fact. We can thus say that Baton Rouge is more a
taste of things to come than it is of things past. How representative it
will be is a finding which must depend on time and other studies.
In larger perspective, however, Baton Rouge is but one of more than
150 metropolitan areas in the United States. All of these have developed
i-'Alvin L. Bertrand, Agricultural Mechanization and Social Change in Rural Lou-
isiana (Baton Rouge: Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station, Bulletin No. 458
June 1951) , p. 10, esp. Fig. 1. For the location of Louisiana's rural areas, see Bertrand,
The Many Louisianas, op. cit., Fig. 1.
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extensive fringe areas, most if not all of which also contain farmers. In-
sofar as the Baton Rouge experience is not peculiar in respect to the de-
velopment of urban fringes generally (and there is no reason to think
so) , it mirrors a fundamental change which is occurring in the nation's
cities. They are integrating more diverse groups in larger populations
over larger areas—more so than ever before. This much of the change is
a quantitative difference, a difference which, on the surface, is only
more of what has been in the past. However, in this expansion, if Baton
Rouge can be any guide, the cities are encompassing what at one time
was the very opposite of urban life—the farm people. And they are in-
corporating these people not as migrants but as farmers. In these ways,
and especially in the last way, cities are new.
Not to be overlooked is another feature, that of the dominance of
urbanization. The city is engulfing the farm, rather than vice versa.
None can say whether the city will ever dominate all farmers. But it
has done so for some—for those in the Baton Rouge area and most likely
for numerous others in fringe areas across the country.
TECHNICAL APPENDIX
1. Theory and Concepts
Formation of Hypotheses.—The study is primarily designed to test
the first of the two major hypotheses offered: that the city is undergoing
a fundamental change. The second major hypothesis shows part of the
nature of this change: that the rural areas are being incorporated in this
process. The first specific hypothesis describes the extent to which the
change has occurred: it has developed to the extent that the fringe is
homogeneous. The second shows the direction of this change: it emanates
from the city.^
These major and specific hypotheses are part of the present writer's
attempts to realize one of the problems which Professor Price was at-
tempting to solve. Informally, Price had stated that he believed the
rural-urban fringe to be a fundamentally new kind of thing. In this
lOther researchers have noted the increasing change in both rural and urban areas
and have argued on this basis for a change in concepts. See Alvin L. Bertrand, "Rural
Locality Groups: Changing Patterns, Change Factors, and Implications," Rural Sociology,
Vol. 19 (June 1954), pp. 174-179; E. Gordon Ericksen, "The Superhighway and City
Planning: Some Ecological Considerations with Reference to Los Angeles," Social
Forces, Vol. 28 (May 1950) , pp. 429-434; Noel P. Gist, "Ecological Decentralization and
Rural-Urban Relationships," Rural Sociology, Vol. 17 (December 1952) , pp. 328-335;
C. Horace Hamilton, "The Sociology of a Changing Agriculture," Social Forces, Vol. 37
(October 1958) , pp. 1-7; Stuart A. Rice, "Problems in the Statistics of Urban Agglomera-
tion," Science (November 7, 1958) ; C. R. Wasson, "Does Increasing Urbanization of the
Rural Areas Require a Re-examination of Some of Our Basic Postulates?" Rural So-
ciology, Vol. 4 (March 1939) , pp. 88-89; Nathan L. Whetten, "Subtirbanization as a
Field for Sociological Research," Rural Sociology, Vol. 16 (December 1951) , pp. 319-
330.
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thesis his co-author has concurred. He has only linked the newness to
something else.
All of the hypotheses mentioned above were formulated before the
data which had been collected were processed. The later author had
seen the schedules and knew the "problem" as Price had conceived it.
But as to what was to be found, this was as yet an unexplored region.
It was in examining other studies of the fringe that the importance
of what had been taking place began to be evident. The writer believed
that in view of the changes which were being described by other authors
for both rural and urban areas, a change of a quite basic nature had
been taking place in the cities.
Accordingly, the present rural-urban distinction would then be a
''fiction," to use the term of Ernst Borinski, at least for most of the
United States and especially for the area under study. There are un-
doubtedly some places, residual areas where historical trends have not
as yet affected the nature of the differing social organizations, where
legitimate distinctions yet prevail between rural and urban areas. Both
of the major hypotheses, and the second one specifically, contend that
there is no such legitimate (i.e., "legitimate" in the scientific sense)
distinction in many parts of the U. S. in general, and in the area under
study in particular. The rural-urban distinction was thus once a reality
but persists now only in a manner similar to legal fictions.
As the data were being processed, one point became obvious which
should have been obvious from the beginning (which is usually true of
the things which are labeled "obvious") . Some differences were emerging
which were due not to any resistance to the merging pattern but to
the fact that the farmer had a different kind of job. Occupational dif-
ferences are, of course, part ot the fabric of urban living.
The descriptive theory which seemed most adequate to help in ex-
plaining these differences was Toennies' concepts of Gemeinschaft-
GeseUschaft. According to the hypotheses of the study, one would expect
the rural area in the fringe to become more Gesellschajtlich. As far as differ-
ences were concerned, one could generally not expect to find any, at
least between the rural-urban segments. Some traits, however, should be
different, specifically those traits which pertained to the kind of job
the farmer had. He rose early, stayed at his job through many years,
worked at his residence, etc., not so much because farming is Gemein-
schaft, but because these things develop through the division of labor
which separates farming from other jobs. In other words, in this area of
what has been called "expected differences," the job traits and those
associated with them are different because of their part in a larger
Gesellschajt picture. Remember, these expectations are raised because of
the implications of the hypothesis, that the rural area (and the fringe
as a whole) is becoming more Gesellschaftlich.
The problem of investigating the differences between the farm and
nonfarm populations therefore split itself into two major areas: those
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traits which could merge and those which one would expect to find
different, even if the entire fringe was "uniformly" Gesellschaft.
Method.—A problem of somewhat lesser theoretical importance arose
in connection with organizing the numerous traits for which informa-
tion had been gathered. The frame of reference which Price had adopted
in constructing his questionnaire was unknown. A fairly adequate
approach did present itself, however, in the form of a two-fold set of
screening criteria. Insofar as possible, traits were selected from each of
the major institutions (family, education, economics, government, re-
ligion) and from each of Romans' four categories of group elements
(activities, interaction, sentiment, and norms) . Of course, this goal could
only be approximated, since the criteria were chosen after the schedules
had been taken. In particular, no information was gathered on govern-
ment, little on religion, and the distinction between activities and inter-
action is practically nonexistent. Nevertheless, the institutional and the
Homans points of view did enable the writer to discuss an extremely
broad range of topics. It is believed that a relatively systematic enumera-
tion of the more important traits in the fringe area has been attained.
The Terms "Fringe" and "Suburban."—In this study, the terms
"'fringe" and "suburban" are synonymous. In the case of Baton Rouge,
they refer to that part of East Baton Rouge Parish which, in 1957, lay
outside of the corporate limits of the city of Baton Rouge. This usage
is not meant to deny the importance of numerous efforts to describe in
greater detail the many parts of the rural-urban fringe. - Rather, it
was taken because the size of the sample as well as the method of
sampling (see the "Introduction") did not permit a useful breakdown
of the fringe on a territorial basis. Undoubtedly, the hypotheses would
have attained greater precision if they had distinguished between suburb
and fringe, limited and extended fringe, etc. It is important to note,
however, that in spite of the lack of such refinements, the hypotheses
were still generally substantiated.
2. Statistical Considerations
The Use of the .10 Level of Significance.—In this report, the 10 per
cent level of significance has been adopted as the limit for the acceptance
or rejection of the null hypothesis (H„) instead of the usual 5 or even
1 per cent. The reason for this choice rests in the different nature
of the statistical hypotheses to be tested. The object of this study is to
confirm or accept Hq rather than to reject it. In such instances, one
would want to be especially cautious in committing errors of the second
2See for example, Richard A. Kurtz and Joanne B. Eicher, "Fringe and Suburb: A
Confusion of Concepts," Social Forces, Vol. 37, No. 1 (Oct. 1958)
, pp. 32-37; Walter C.
McKain, Jr. and Robert G. Burnight, "[The Rural-Urban Fringe] From the Rural
Point of View," Rural Sociology, Vol. 18, No. 2 (June 1953), pp. 108-117; Samuel W.
Blizzard, "Discussion," ibid., pp. 118-119.
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kind, i.e., he would want to avoid accepting Hy when is actually
wrong (as contrasted with the first kind of error: rejecting Hq when it is
true) . Consequently, it becomes desirable to omit from consideration
any item which gets even close to the tail of the chance distribution.
Normal scientific procedure is still being followed, even if it is used
in a manner not too often encountered: the choice of the 10 per cent
level forces the researcher to lean over backwards toward not proving
what he wishes to prove."
The specific choice of 10 per cent is, of course, as arbitrary as any
other choice. It was dictated as much in reference to statistical conven-
tion as anything else. One is here faced with the question, how similar da
statistics have to be before we can label them as occurring in a homo-
geneous sample? The claim made in this report is that an observed dif-
ference between rural and urban sam.ples which may occur more fre-
quently than 10 per cent of the time is in fact due to chance variations,
and the two population groups are alike rather than different. How-
ever, if an observed difference between the two groups may occur less
frequently than 10 per cent of the time by chance, we conclude that
non-chance factors produced the differences, i.e., the differences are
"real."
Whether a lower level of significance would have been preferable is
difficult to say. If, for example, the level of significance had been re-
duced to 20 per cent, this choice would have meant that chance factors
would have probably been discarded more often and that real differences
would have been assumed to exist when they might not have been
present. In other words, the chance of making an error of the first kind
(rejecting when should not be rejected) would have been in-
creased. Eventually, of course, all of the differences would have been
assumed to have been real, and the application of probability statistics
here (or anywhere else) would have been impossible. Parenthetically,
one should note that even shifting the significance level to 20 per
cent would have only changed six traits for the white and Negro popu-
lations from the category of chance differences to that of real differences
(see Table 42)
.
The choice of the 10 per cent level, then, can be "justified" only
in reference to usual statistical customs. In attempting to establish
differences, one is sure of the existence of differences only when chance
could rarely influence the measurement. When one is interested in
establishing similarity, chance differences are assumed to play a larger
role in the observation. In this paper, an arbitrary level has been ac-
cepted, one somewhat lower than normal because the peculiar problem
called for a lower level of significance. Just how low the level should
be is a question which has not yet been determined.
3Cf. Margaret Jarman Hagood and Daniel O. Price, Statistics for Sociologists (Ne\vr
York: Henry Holt and Co., 1952) , revised ed., pp. 323 ff.
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The Use of Chi Square.—Chi square was chosen as the principal
measure of homogeneity because most of the variables were dichotomous
or qualitative—farm, urban; white, Negro; location of shopping center;
attitudes; marital status; etc. In fact, the principal differential was al-
ways dichotomous—i.e., farm-nonfarm. This measure is therefore the
one which is most applicable to the majority of the statistics utilized (see
Table 42) . In other conditions, as where continuous variables are arti-
ficially dichotomized, the applicability of the measure is lessened. Con-
clusions attempted in such cases were accordingly guarded. Limitations
of resources prevented more extensive applications of statistical tests.
This qualification means that the present study should not be accepted as
conclusive in every respect. However, it is the opinion of the present
writer, borne out by some empirical testing, that more refined analysis
would not alter the conclusions of this study in any significant manner.
One additional point should be made, not specifically about chi
square but about the chi square tables. It will be noted that at times
slight differences appear in the frequency of the same trait when it ap-
pears in separate tables. Thus, 70 white farm husbands are shown in
Table 7, whereas only 69 appear in Table 6. Such differences stem from
the fact that "no answer" and "does not apply" categories have been
omitted from the tables, since they are inapplicable to the computations
of statistical significance.
Percentages.—No decimals are shown for percentages, for two rea-
sons. First, in many cases, the base numbers (i.e., the "whole") for the
calculation of percentages were less than 100, and in such cases, decimals
are quite meaningless. A unit change in the raw number for which the
percentage is calculated is always more than 1 per cent, and thus the
calculation of fractional percentages implies a degree of minuteness
which does not exist. Second, all statistics are sample statistics and are
thus subject to sampling error—even where the base is three or four
or five hundred responses. The probable error within which the para-
meters lie in such cases is usually more than 1 per cent at the 5 per cent
level of probability.
Qualifications of the Sample.—An area sampling technique, such as
has been employed in this bulletin, is peculiarly subject to biases which
result when certain population characteristics show any pronounced
tendency to distribute themselves in territorial clusters, i.e., in selected
parts of the area being sampled rather than in others. There is reason
to suspect that such a bias may possibly have been at work in the sample
with respect to the Negro population. Reasons for the suspicion are
to be found, first, in the presence of some residential segregation in the
fringe area (although the precise amount is undetermined) and, second,
in the discrepancy between the sample (taken in 1957) and the composi-
tion of the fringe area according to the 1950 census. At the earlier date,
nonwhites composed 39.7 per cent of the fringe population as it was
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defined in this study. ^ The sample gives only 22 per cent Negroes. The
difference between the earlier parameter and the later sample is signifi-
cant much beyond the .001 level.
The variation between the two proportions could, of course, be
due to a shift of the Negro population from the suburbs to the city of
Baton Rouge proper. The shift could be actual, relative (i.e., due to
differential growth), or both. Whether a shift has in fact occurred or
whether there has developed a real discrepancy because of sampling bias
will have to await an analysis of the 1960 census. (The special census
taken in 1958 was for the city of Baton Rouge only.) Because it was un-
known whether this discrepancy was real or due to sample bias, no gen-
eralizations are intended for the population as a whole. Generalizations
are limited to the white and nonwhite populations, respectively. Where
the total population had to be used, it was employed in order to infer
something about the segments of the population.
On the other hand, the proportions of farm and "urban" (nonfarm)
populations are apparently representative. There has been a shift away
from farmers (they declined from 22.3 per cent in 1950 to 19 per cent
in the 1957 sample) , but this shift is not too far from the original
base and is, furthermore, in the direction expected. Not only is it in
harmony with national trends, but it is in harmony with the increasing
growth of the city itself (from 125,629 persons in 1950 to 150,879 in
1958) . And the reader should bear in mind that the basic problem
before this study is that of farm-urban differentials.
^Scotlandville, with an estimated 1950 population of 7,000 people, was excluded
from the sample area. This area is almost exclusively Negro in racial composition.
Presumably, Professor Price excluded Scotlandville since it is practically completely
urban in population, coterminous with Baton Rouge, even though unincorporated.
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